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(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


fVI«hltld ROT MsllWI 

(aftr ulyiyui Ihwu) 

^ 9 2007 

oRT.OT, 139.-4>*$04 W<6R tj.d<v6RI "gfaR 

TOTTRI arfMPm, 1946 (1946 3rf¥=mu 25) 4 RRT 
6 ■qfel UR1 5 4^-«IKT (1) ^TCI VlPw^T 

URt 7 ? ®t r Uel TRT RWTT 4 ij? 4t 

aiftRjrHTU 1419/l(4)- T ft.i?^f. 20-12-2006 SIR WR 

■hshRi ^ P« T , Rjicii tPTTCft trfcRT 4t 4 tT 

4 ROT* f RTT#? ^5 TTfen 4! m 302/201 4 3T#I 

ftpjj, f^n 4 am*? r. 156/2006 f^rfar 
18-12-2006 4 * ^^1 am 4 4 444 * mm 4 r*ri 
W=ff, j4/u|f 3#k ROT *4t «o<W#K 4 3T^fTH 4 
f^TT -mi sjarai ciesff 4 r^*jr 144t apt atwi RR 

31IT ^fcTCT T«tFRl 4 4 

VlM afft 3rf*?<fclRcll RTT f4<TR TPjnf Tjf^q 4TI?T TPT 
i 

/ 

[m 4 228/65/200M 44-11] 
4? WriTT, 3TOT ■Hpqq 


MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC 
GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS 

(Department of Personnel ami Training) 

New Delhi, the 9th January* 2007 

S.O. 139.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No, 25 of 1946), 
the Central .Government with the consent of State 
Government of West Bengal, Home Department vide 
Notification No. 1419/1 (4)-P.S. dated 20-12-2006 hereby 
extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members of the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment to the whole of the State 
of West Bengal for investigation in Crime No. 156/2006 
dated 18-12-2006 under Sections 302/201IPC of P.S. Singur, 
Distt. Hooghly, regarding the unnatural death of Tapasi 
Malik at Singur, Distt. Hooghly, and abetments, attempts 
and conspiracies in relation to or in connection with the 
said offences and any other offence committed in the course 
of the same transaction or arising out of the same facts. 

[F. No. 228/65/2006-AVD-LIj 
CHANDRA PRAKASH, Under Secy. 
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Rf ferft, lORPRRt, 2007 

RR.31T. 140. 7RR>R Hd<ij5Kl fe# WR gfel 

7SRRR1 aifferfwr, 1946 ( 1946 RR aiMwi 7T. 25) R?t *nrr 
6 ^ 7TT*? Rfefi RK1 5 R?t RR-^Rt ( 1) 5RIRRR Tlfelf RR 
y4l'l RtT^ ]TIT, RR7 7RR TuRili Rf> g? [q'HI'l R?1 
3rf*RJRRT 77. 80^/6-^-3-2007-15(78)%2006 lRRTR> 
09-0) -2007 '5RT RFR Wlfil 3 Mt RTR, fen 4fWpi 
RR7 (R.R.) R*R 3Rt 3R7TCR7 R> $Nf R>t Hf£<rll3Tf, RRRf sffc 
3T*rf ^ snw sfR 3 RRfe rnn^Hsid arroq 
RW#‘ affc RRR 8^)' "tf felt 3RR ■sqf^cT ^ 3TRfT°T afa frt 
7l 7T?fe fR>4ll 3RR ^ R*7T ?7Tt h'hk Ri hih^iT:— 

(1) 3TR1R 71838/06 3W% RiTT 366/302/201/376/12©-^ 
RT.R^ 7fl?RT gfef 7i?H &R7-20, Rf^ST, fell 

RR7 I 

(2) 31W IT. 1025/06 aRTfa RRT364/376/302/201/ 

120-^ R1.R5 7ff?R1 gfcRT 7&nR ^R-20, Rhj?T, 
fen RR7 | 

(3) WI 1026/06 ^TdiffT RRT 364/376/302/201/ 

120~Rt *01.4^ ^lRR7-20, *ily.'fei, 

Tsfefl uRFRfS ^FR I 

(4) 3FRTOR. 1027/06 3^^364/302/201/120-^ 

rif^rr ifo^-20, fsm 

^FK I 

(5) 3FRF* 1028/06 *JRT 364/376/302/201/ 

120-^ ^TT.'^ ’hT^oi $^<.-20, 

fadl 4 lfloH^fl5 ^FR I 

(6) mm tf. 1029/06 m*k *m 364/376/302/201/ 

120-^t FT.<T5 Vfafl "3^7 *$3^-20, 

f^TcTT T ftcFT^S W I 

(7) mm 1021/06 mfo ^TRI 364/376/302/201/ 
120-^t FT.T^ TT%?fT ^R? 

f^RF d*K l 

( 8 ) mtw R. 1022/06 m*fo m 364/376/302/201/ 

120-«rt yftdl 'jfFRT ifel~20, 

f^fcTT *FR I 

(9) mKW U 1023/06 3FFfa *IRT 364/376/302/201/ 

i20-^t 'gfos 

T^fFn v fltf l Fp* FR i 

(10) 3TOTO R. 1024/06 3RFfc! ?JRI 364/376/302/201/ 
120-^t Rfecn ‘jfeTO 7^?PT &K*-20, %(5T I 
n»icni T ftcRT^S ' = T T R I 

(11) 31WJ 71.66/05 3W% *W 364/376/302/201/120-# 

7fl?<Tl ■gf^RT ■^?R ^R7-24, fen 
'ftd'H^fS "TO I 


(12) 3TRH1 R. 1030/06 3RTfn RR1 364/377/302/201/ 

120-^t *tf.^ Rfel ■gfel 7^-20, ^551, 

fen 'fldH^4 W I 

(13) smw R. 1031/06 3RPfa m 364/376/302/201/ 

120-^t Rfei gfer Tfer ^7-20, ^sr, 

Pflcil 'd T R I 

(14) 3HRR1 4 1032/06 3Rpfn «IR1364/376/302/201/ 

120-^1 T^dl ^RT ^^-20, ^fel, 

fen *i j k i 

(15) 3PRN 4 318/06 3Rrfa «fRF 364/376/302/201/ * 

120-«ft m^S ■Rfewi ^fcRT ^F^-20, %5T, 

fen 'fldM^ W I 

(16) 3?q^ 448/05 3^ W 364/376/302/201/120-^1 4 

Rffdi ■gfer ^^-20, ■=rfet, fen 

^RR I 

(17) 3RRTO 03/07 3Tcfe «1RF 302/376/201 ifel 

'gf^RT ^44/-20, "nNfRgSi i'K I 

(18) 3RRTO 4 ^1/06 3TcRln mj 364/302/201/120-^1 

■Rfer gfcl-H ROTT ^^7-20, Rig?!, fen 
■'ffegs *rr i 

(19) 3RRIR R. 03/07 3fei RR1 363/302/201 RI.RS 
R f?cn 3^7 arjTlfel '3TTfd/3rj^f5RT 31-MI Pd 
arftjpnm gfei t^ir ^«R7-20, rN?t, fen 
'ft'dRfS RR7 I 


3^7 dt^gd 3TTO«ff ^ 7M«td 37*M TRW wt, ^RRlf 3?l7 



%# srr 3tr7r«t wrti snnsff rr afew rrr ^ 
fe fe# fel? gfe 7*n9Rl ^ TfRTRf R>t ^Pki-hi alk 
StfewrRai RR fedR ’H*- k i u ! -stk y^jfi <,1-^4 R7 c M<i1 ^ I 1 

[7T. 228/1/2007-g Rl ?t-Il] 

RR MI, 3TR7 Tlfe ^ 

New Delhi, the 10th January, 2007 

S.0.140. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 1946), 
the Central Government with the consent of the State 
Government of Uttar Pradesh, Home Department vide their 
Notification No. 8 OP/6-P-3-2007-15(78)P/2006 dated 
09-01-2007 hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of 
the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to 
the whole of the State of Uttar Pradesh for investigation of 
case crime Nos. mentioned below pertaining to the 
kidnappings and murders of women, children and others 
of Nithari Village in District Gautam Budh Nagar (UP) and 
other adjoining areas and any other such and similar cases 
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relating to kidnappings and murders of any ether person in 
the above areas:— 

© Crime No.838/06Ws 366/302/201/376/120-BIPC, 
PS, Sector-20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(H) Crime No.1025/06 u/s 364/376/302/201/120-B IPC, 
PS, Sector-20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(iii) Crime No. 1024*06 u/s 364/376/302/201/120-B IPC, 
PS, Sector-20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(iv) Crime No. 1027/06 u/s 364/302/201/120-B IPC, PS, 
Sector-20, Neidl, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(v) C»meNo.lC8*^l6u/s364/376/302/201/120-B IPC 
PS, Sector-20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(Vi) Crime No.1029/06 u/s 364/376/302/201/120-B H*C, 
PS, Sector-20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(vb) Crime No.1021/06 u/s 364/376/302/201/120-B IPC, 
PS, Sector -20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(viii) Crime No.1022/06 u/s 364/376/302/201/120-B IPC, 
PS, Sector-20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

Cix) Crime No.1023/06 u/s 364/376/302/201/120-B IPC 
PS, Sector -20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(x) Crime No.l024/06u/s 364/376/302/201/120-B IPC 
PS, Sector-20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

Cxi) Crime No.66/05u/s364/376/302/201/120-B IPC, PS, 
Sector-24, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

m Crime No.1030/06 u/s 364/377/302/201/120-B IPC, 
PS, Sector-20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(xni) Crime No.1031/06 u/s 364/376/302/201/120-B IPC, 
PS, Sector-20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(xiv) Crime No.1032/06u/s 364/376/302/201/120-B IPC, 
PS, Sectar-20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(xv) Crime No.318/06 u/s 364/376/302/201/120-B IPC, 
PS, Sector-20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(xvi) Crime No.448/05 u/s 364/376/302/201/120-B IPC, 
PS, Sector-20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(xvii) Crime No.03/07 u/s 302/376/201 IPC, PS, Sector- 
20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(xviii) Crime No. NIL/06 u/s 364/302/201/120-B IPC PS, 
Sector-20, Noida, District Gautambudh Nagar. 

(xfc) Crime No. 03/07 u/s 363/302/201 fftfaad SC/ST 
Act, PS, Sector-24, Noida, District Gautambudh 
Nagar. 

and attempts, abetments and conspiracies in relation to, or 
in connection with the offences mentioned above and any 
other offence or offences committed in the course of the 
same transaction or arising out of the same facts. 

[No. 228/1/2007-AVD-U] 
CHANDRA PRAXASH,Und« Secy. 


4$ 10 ■W#, 2007 

4W.3W. fwft 

WR4I 1946 (1946 44 SlftlPm 4. 25) 4ft 

414 6 ^ 45*1 4f35 414 5 4ft "344131 (1) flri 444 #444? 
44 "Srifftl 4^ft ^ 4W3 4^71 3U4 43443 4> 4ft 

3T. 79/ T ft/6-#-3-2007-15(79)#/2006 f44147 
09-01-2007 5TO 4141 #314, ^4, 

C3.TT.) ftf 4R<ft4 454ft 4131 147, 364, 506, 
302,201,120-# ^ #pfc| 4^ 4T4ST! 314314 4. 478/06 3?fc 
4M*JtW 31444? 4l IritfNd 31441 4444 afp 

54T "3# (T«I4*H4> 31441 3^ff 4*4? 

^ %# 3F4 314314 31441 3T44«if 44 31#44 ^ 

f47l4 JjRrW 341441 ^ d4(4T 4ft V(PW4? afft 
44 T53 4^1 TF4 43 413# i? I 

[4. 228/2/2007-^ # ^1-11] 
^ "SI44ST, 3T43 #44 
New Delhi, the 10th January, 2007 

S.0.141.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 5 read"with Section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No. 25 of 1946), 
the Central Government with the consent of the State 
Government of Uttar Pradesh, Home Department vide their 
Notification No. 79/P/6-P-3-2007-15(79)P/2006 dated 
09-01-2007 hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of 
the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to 
die whole of die State of Uttar Pradesh for investigation 
into the case crime No. 478/06 under Section 147/364/506/ 
302/201/120-B IPC, PS, Civil Lines, District Meerut, UP and 
attempts, abetments and conspiracies in relation to or in 
connection with the offences mentioned above and any 
other offence or offences committed in the course of the 
same Uansaction or arising out of die same facts. 

[No.228/2/2007-AVD-II] 
_ CHANDRA PRAK ASH. Under Secy. 

4404 

4$ 'f4c#, 5 4R4ft, 2007 

44.34. 142.—R3443 (M4I4I ("44 # 41TC14ft4 
44Pl) 1976 # fP44 10 # "34-f444 

(4) # 313474 if, ^ 44UH4 # PtHfafiSd 444^14? ^ 
fa# 44 (bPlWN4» m 3S# 41# 4>4-4 i r<q? 4ft OTI 80% ’ft 
aflftw? ft 4fl4 # MKR40>4 445PO 3lf4(|pe«l 413# i: 

#41 7J3*T 441 : 

1. 07 43jfa44#4T334im 

2. #433 7J541374, 48(IH|j< 

3. 140 431^744 #41133314^ 

4. #441 7J450R1 

5. #433 7JS4T3T4 ^4 I 
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1. ^ qsifnfla^ Ip ^ 

■gf^T^el, (3TCTC) 

Z ^nIci^ c^hi^- 175 Jifcifl 

3 . chH l^e-180 ^ifcT^R, ^FT fwf T$m 

^T! 

[*£ 12017/1/2004-ft^] 
WR, ^TTf^ 

MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS 

New Delhi, the 5th January, 2007 
S.O. 142. —In pursuance of sub rule (4) of Rule 10 
of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purposes of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Govemminent hereby 
notifies the following offices of the Ministry of Home Affairs 
where the percentage of Hindi knowing staff has gone 
above 80%. 

Border Security Force: 

L 07 BN Border Security Force 

2. Sector HQ Behrampur 

3. 140 BN Border Security Force 

4. Frontier HQ Gujarat 

5. Sector HQ Bhuj 

Central Reserve Police Force : 

1. Office of the Addl. DIGP, Group Centre, C.R.P.F. 
Silchar (Assam) 

2. Office of the Commandant-175 BN, Central 
Reserve Police Force 

3. Office of the Commandant-180 BN, Central 
Reserve Polic e Force. 

[No. 12017/1/2004-Hindi] 
PREM SAGAR, Dy. Secy. 

farT 

( imw ferum) 

( Mini ^)T ohivlei^f ) 

7*919, 20 fq7997, 2006 

7 RPIT 05 / 2006 -#trr qj 99 > ( q 9 . 3 t. ) 

99.39. 143.— Tlfal ^[9^ 3TM999, 1962 9ft 9171 
152 7 ^ (q) *£ 319% 9179 717997, f99 71979 

fwi, qf fq99i) ^ 199197, l 1994 9ft srfqTjqqr 7?. 

33/94-71)91 ^997 (q9.3t. ) ^ 3T#T 3T«il979rS17t 971 97919tf99 

viHw'^T 99 qqftr 977 ft fq qTi. 7 %, 39399 , tDri ^ 

99 39TK ^Jq97, U.d'vSRl tlftcRll 7F9, %9 

f%u, 91977 ) ^ uu|jTrrq 9 ) * ■ r ) 76/2 9 ) 

9*9 76/7 9ft 77)91 ?F^ 1962 9ft 9171 9 ^ 37?% 


cfotRifn ftg 100 % fH%)-yvg 99797 (£ 3 %) 9 ) 

trpi eft 7) 9I U ^I(K U 1 7%q q) 99 9 WlPqn ^«n ^ 

%i % ■qrfoRT qft 3% %d9, 91P939 f9*7F9, 99171 fft% 
%79i %, 97 99 wn m tt. 3T/2002(006) fi. ai% 

-stftt. ?ro 39391% t i 

[31591 7ft 77.-VIII/48/43/2006-7ft91 9J797 fttfft] 

937 . 7%r, 39999 

MJNEfTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Revenue) 

(OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS 
AND CENTRAL EXCISE) 

Salem, the 20th December, 2006 

No. 05/2006-CUSTOMS (NT) 

S. 0.143.—In exercise of the powers delegated to 
the undersigned, vide Notification No. 33/94-CUS (NT) 
dated 1st July, 1994, by the Government of India, Ministry 
of Finance, Department of Revenue, New Delhi under clause 
(a) of Section 152 of the Customs Act, 1962,1, S.Ramesh, 
Commissioner of Customs and Central Excise, Salem, 
hereby declare Survey No. 76/2B & 76/7 of 
Devannagoundanur Village, Sankari Taluk in Salem District 
of Tamilnadu State, to be a Warehousing Station under 
Section 9 of the Customs Act, 1962, for quarrying granites 
exclusively for the 100% Export Orented Unit, as approved 
by the Ministry of Commerce & Industry, Department ot 
Commerce, Madras Export Processing Zone, Chennai vide 
letter F. No. A/2002(006)/EOU-TN dated 01-09-2006. 

(File. C. No. VlII/48/43/2006-Cus. PolJ 
S. RAMESH, Commissioner 

9917ft 911 dl 9 97Tft M4IC-19 

9^%% 10 3999), 2007 

971 , 39 . 144.-3199171 stMwt, 1983 9ft qm 3 9ft 
■39- 9171 ( 1) IT7T 9971 s'iHw'hT 97T ‘SPIFT 4^ ^9, •H< e t>K, 
tqiqgRi sm. YFgq, 9i. t (^ft. qt. i qsr. : 92) 
qqqft 9roffa 9WT9 ^ 4 2006 ^ 9 

39919) 39^?ff 997 ^ l9iq 3c9=tRT TRS9) (99 qrf99) ^ ^9 

qf fH<|cK1 99[cft t I "39 TcR 97 97t p-t^jRKl 

39^ 99*97 W9 9^ 97) 9TT)13 ^ "9R 9^ 97) 319F«1 3T99I 

39919) sn^rf 997, qft 9 ) 999 ) ¥), ^ feiq 9 ) 9 ) t 

2 . 9f) 397. 9)797 ^ 23-12-2006 ^ ^9^9 ^ 9917ft 
9179)9 97P) 991919 ^ 379)9 37991717Wl), 4-1^ ^ 9719)919 
^ 3799TTT 7T7^ft-1 99 999R 79*991 f9T911 I 

[71. 1 /07 99. 71. q-19011/1/2007-%] 
tjf). 7l). 7T3)9, 3797 7lf% 
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MINISTRY OF OVERSEAS INDIAN AFFAIRS 
New Delhi, the 10th January, 2007 

S.O. 144.—In exercise of power conferred under 
Section 3, Sub-section (I) of Emigration Act, 1983, the 
Central Government appoints Shri R. Sekar, IRS (C & CES 
92), as Protector of Emigrants (Deputy Secretary) in the 
Ministry of Overseas Indian Affairs. The appointment of 
Shri R. Sekar will be at the level of Deputy Secretary for a 
period of four years from the date of taking over the charge 
of the post or until further orders, whichever event takes 
place earlier. 

2. Shri R. Sekar assumed charge of the post of 
Protector of Emigrants in the Office of the Protector of 
Emigrants, Chennai tinder the Ministry of Overseas Indian 
Affairs in the forenoon of23-12-2006. 

[No. 1/07 F. No. A-19011/1/2007-PA] 

._ G.C. ROUT, Under Secy. 

^ 2 2007 

w.aiT. i4s.—wim (tr ^ wafer 
TT#5Rf ^ %ti irqhr) Iwi, 1976 $ fwi 10 ^ 

(4) 3hJWU| 4 3rf*m7TT, MpMH ■=Tf^7 £ Tf 

fararai 80 % 

3 fSKt 40 «bt4*fl*PF W4 W<T 4R f^PfT t, 

srfspjfatT wt t I 

[71 1/1/2005-^/251-350] 
wpd ^r, Ph^ph (i. «n.) 
MINISTRY OF WATER RESOURCES 
New Delhi, the 2nd January, 2007 

S. 0.145.—In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 
(10) of the Official Language (use for official purposes of 
the Union) The Central Government hereby notifies the 
Assistant Engineer, South West Rivers Sub-Division-3, 
CWC, Mangalore, the 80% staff whereof have acquired 
working knowledge of Hindi. 

[No. 1 / l/2005-Hindi/251—350] 

RAJKUMARI DAVE, Director (OL) 

^ f^#, 2 2007 

4JT.3H. 146.—WH4I (713^ ? I W<hlq 

m4'jhT %ti -sTEftn) 4m, 1976 ^ 1¥m 10 ^ Tqfm 

(4) ^ sigrrm 4 W44T 

4M4dd-3, ^.^I.3TT., 80% 

4 fe-4) 4>F *IR UP<T 4i7 %4T 

[R 1/1/2005-^/351] 

(urn-) 


New Delhi, the 2nd January, 2007 

S. O.146. —In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 
(10) of the Official Language (use for official purposes of 
the Union) The Central Government hereby notifies the 
Assistant Engineer, South West Rivers Sub-Division-3, 
CWC, Mangalore, the 80% staff whereof have acquired 
working knowledge of H indi. 

[No. l/l/2005-Hindi/351] 
RAJKUMARI DAVE, Director (OL) 
2 4FP?fl, 2007 

man.147.—WM (#4 ^ TTmsfcl 

99^41^1^ 3t4hr) f=m, 1976 ^ fm 10 ^ 

(4) ^ 31^RUI 4 7l7tm fotfw •Hdl*4>U Tip#, 

^ «dt«b, ‘^*11 cTcT, 

1m£ 80% 3 4>i4ftm^> w\ ura 

m t, afrfq^r 11 

[71. l/l/2005-%^t/352] 
Tr^mfl ^r, Ph4vi 4. (um) 
New Delhi, the 2nd January, 2007 

S. O. 147.—In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 
(10) of the Official Language (use for official purposes of 
the Union) The Central Government hereby notifies the 
Sardar Sarovar Construction Advisory Committee, 
Narmada Bhawan, A Block, IV Floor, Indira Avenue, 
Varodara-390001, the 80% staff whereof have acquired 
working Imtwiedge of Hindi. 

[No. l/l/2005-Hindi/352] 
RAJKUMARI DAVE, Director (OL) 
2 ^FRld, 2007 

7FT.3ir. 148.—7TPFTC, W1M (7R ^ 71R1<bl9 

si41«ihT ^ fem t44i) fm, 1976 ^ fm 10 ^ #pw 

(4) ^ 4 TR5J7 Tflfa* fprfw Zldl<?4>K Tlftffi, 

^119?, ^STT tTd, T^|, qsK<l «bl9fd9 

^4, fsp#- 80% 4 ft*-) %>T <bl4«l«pfc W\ TO 

Id 41 •b'hfl i? I 

[71 1/1/2005-1^/353-452] 
<M4jHKl ^1, P^l* (7T.m ) 
New Delhi, the 2nd January, 2007 

S. O. 148.—In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 
(10) of the Official Language (use for official purposes of 
the Union) The Central Government hereby notifies the 
Sardar Sarovar Construction Advisory Committee, 
Narmada Bhawan, A Block, IV Floor, Indira Avenue, 
Varodara-390001, the 80% staff whereof have acquired 
working knowledge of Hindi. 

[No. 1/l/2005-Hindi/353-452] 

RAJKUMARI DAVE, Director (OL) 
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( IW. ) 

trrnfoi 

M 2 2007 

^1. 3E. 149.-’7R?N 9FPF ^ 1987^1wr7^‘39pT99 ( l) ^^5C®) ^ 

II<)<^K I arftff jftw cRW t t^F 9^1 3)^419TW (^f) ^'?Rffl«R Pb9l <hi/P^ 9^ f : 




ixm 



ffpttFl 9>t f¥*t 

Co 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

i. 

3Tl|g?n4395 : 1996 

1, 2006 

31 2006 

2 

3JT^g9 14436 : 1997 

l,f^TRR2006 

31 PWMC 2006 


^ Tmftrrf 9 ft 3 rftptf nreffa rfff *nw ■q^r, 9, w w "’'TFf, M f^ft-i 10002 , : 

^ Iwt, <ftVl°hldl , %f£, ■g^ cf«TT 7JP3T 'bwfc’TCf : 3T?tRRR, ^PTefa, 9PIIeT, <*V-i«ku> ‘jqieiil, 

^sragi, Hiiig<, 9291, got cr«n f^PFflppt fastf ^g iw«*i 1 1 


[■*M: 

g. %rf99i ‘g9>’gg3rgt3 (PhPkH 

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department Of Consumer Affairs) 

BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS 
New Delhi, the 2nd January, 2007 

S.0.149.— In pursuance of clause (b) ot Sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued: 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

No. and year of the 
Indian Standards 

No. and year of the amendment 

Date from which the amendment 
shall have effect 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 14395:19% 

1, December 2006 

31 December, 2006 

2. 

1514436:1997 

I, December 2006 

31 December, 2006 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Palna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Ref: CED/Gazette] 
A.K. SAINI, Sc. ‘F’ &Head (Civil Engg.) 
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[ TO H— w* TOT *51 i 20,2007/4* 30, 1928 

Xfa?#, 5 TO*t, 2007 


W. m. 1S©.-<W#fWW^(3PnnH)1a(Pm 1988 4f44w 4 4*4*1** (5) 4 313*^4 TOft*TO*>^ 
Hfl^SRI *TOT $ 14 fro *n^4f 4 (qq<ui 44 3jg^t 4 fX $, 3 *4$fl *R fX ^ £ : 


3T^ft 

to ctis$« 4 smi ftif^i wf *>i to 1* to *?ro an? i* 4./TO/yu« 

WfT *TO (♦KHaWI) M 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7677296 

27/11/2007 

% » x 

f4*4 4 *k^TOI fkW< 

(5.4H<«h sJk Ht^-eO 

4250 :1980 

TO*nn* sttorto 

21, wrr *rar, 

■54z, *f 4 ^te, tm ite- 
T*f, 400 008 *SRP? 

7671587 

14/11/2007 

h4*s4*<?T 

*44, 14 4, Pld*W>9khS, 
^if TO 44 *4, 

44t Tte, mhwi, 
344-^4 1*^-400072 
Hm*>i 

1100 ^ <1*6 *if&<i <1*14*1*!® 694:1990 

cflwcn ^ l?T 

7668497 

07/11/2007 

250, 4^1 ysfepm 
^bi^m, **4 43TF 
43R-403115 

4^5*14*1 f*ir44 

4 4 4 3JT*ft* 4*R 
(TO1) 1100 4?3 3Jk 
"aft TOfWifi ^<rt«ri 
'4ftR 

7098 (TO-1): 
1988 

7681590 

06/12/2007 

Pq'Jn qiq4, 

'**4* W |4s, 

259/1/1, 

PM^4( *1**, 

W( 4* TO *$#- 
396230 

1100 4 to +i4*i(l *Wai 4 
ftm, *1*14 <kfhr (^X^) 

14g3[4*ST ( TO 1) 

1554 (TO-1): 

1988 

7668396 

07/11/2007 

250, ^STfP 

s4*. 4*ro, 

**443n, 

4*1-403115 

1100 4 to 4?* 4»i4*>rtf 

#m 4 ftro; 444 44* 

4*?1 

694 :1990 

7678302 

29/11/2007 

fTOT 5rlqt'F^'H i 

10/11, *14*1 

*4* ^l, Tte, 

*4t 1^-400 072 

mwt 

fa'tfltfl 4 ‘SI^TOJ ffyRK 

4k ( «4ro> 4k tn$*ro 

4250 :1980 


[4*4: 4h* 4-1/13 : ll] 


1*.4. 4*4, *qTOf4*T*5 (TOTO) 
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New Delhi, the 5th January, 2007 

S. O. 150. _In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certitication) 

Regulations, 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in 
the following schedule :— 


SCHEDULE 


SI. Licence Validity Name & Address Product IS 

No No. Date (fac tory) of the Party No./Part/Sec. 

Year 


1 76772% 27-11-2007 Rishabh Home Appliances, Specification for Domestic IS 4250:1980 

21, 1 st Floor, Municipal Electric Food-Mixers (liquidizes 

INDL Estate, Bapti Road, and Grinders) 

Gre ater Bombay Grant 
Road-E, 

Maharashtra-400008 


2 7671587 14-11-2007 


3 7668497 07-11-2007 


4 7681590 06-12-2007 


5 76683% 07-11-2007 


6 7678302 29-11-2007 


Manibhadra Cable Mfg. Co., 
14 D, Gilbert Compound, 
Durga Mata Mandir Gali, 
Kherani Road, Sakinaka, 
Andheri (East) 

Greater Bombay, 

Mumbai, 

Maharashtra-400 072. 
Teracom Private Ltd., 

250, Kundaim Industrial 
Estate, Kundaim 
North Goa, 

GOA 

Goa-403115 

Vi-son Wires Navnit Shah 
Industrial Estate, Plot No. 2, 
Survey No. 259/1/1. 

Village Dadra, 

Dadra and Nagar Haveli 
Dadra, 

Dadra and Nagar Haveli-, 
3%230. 

Teracom Private Ltd., 

250, Kundaim Industrial 

Estate, Kundaim 
North Goa, 

GOA 

Goa-403115 
Minar Electronics, 

10/11, Barretto Industrial 
Estate, Safed Pool,Kurla- 
Andhcri Road, 

Greater Bombay, 

Andheri, 

Maharashtra-400 072. 


PVC Insulated cables for work- IS 694:1990 
ing voltages upto and including 

1100V 


Crosslinked polyethylene IS 7098 : Part 1: 
insulated PVC sheathed : 1988 

cables Part 1 For working 
voltage upto and including 
1100V 


PVC Insulated (heavy duty) IS 1554: Part 1: 
electric cables : Part 1 For 1988 

working voltages upto 
and including 1100 V 


PVC Insulated cables for work- IS 694:1990 
ing voltages upto and including 

UOOV 


Specification for Domestic IS 4250:1980 
Electric Food-Mixers 
(Liquidizes and Grinders) 


[Ref. :CMD-1/13:11] 
S. K. CHAUDHURI, Dy. Director General (Marks) 
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M f^#, 8 ^FFRt, 2007 

^T.3tT. 151.—Wfa RFRF fm, 1987 ^ Iwi 7 ^ ( 1) ^ 7§TS (m) H 3 TIH^ 

ii,fl<vSKi siftKjfad ^Rai t % rNI 3)^-4! RFra> 3 TrerteR w t :- 



^541 

WtfMfl RTRfhr RHW (^rf) TRWI, 

_ «- _ ft .*.. 4 r 

Wl ^ W\ \ 3TR ^ 

■stftfflfa 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Is 

3t!$RR6299 : 1971 

ffe ^ no*ui, RftSR *fw4 

RVil*R, 2006 

/ 

WSR 2006 


Ti tftrfhrc iff nfWf RmfaRTro ttpw *hr, 9 , tots* ~m im Rrf, ^ f^ft-110002, afrfa yrcfcrcf : 

^wtut, gatf f*tt ?irar : srftrcm, *n#t, *rtw, TFrcfl. Im<w , 

rffjl ■*t<ert, ^ art 3 ftntft $g <JMW*I $ I 


■Rtyr ^TR IJNt, ^5 #R> R9> 13 ?T TPJtS ( V$ ifa) 


New Delhi, the 8th January, 2007 

S. O. 151.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987. 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standard, particulars of which we given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued:— 

✓ 

- SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

No. and year of the 

Indian Standards 

No. and year of the 
amendment 

Date from which the 
amendment shall 
have effect 

(1) 

(?) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 6299:1971 Guide for handling, testing 

Amendment No. 2, 

November 2006 


and storage of monochrome photographic 

2006 



Prints 




Copies of the Amendment available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhawan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and its Regional Offices at New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai, and also 
Branch Offices at Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderbad, Jaipur. Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Ref. MSD/G-8 Notification] 
N. K. GROVER. Scientist ‘F & Head (MSD) 


83GI/07—2 
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M feft, 10 2007 

3IT. (yHI«H) fafWT 1988 fm (4) (5) ^ 4 ‘MKdl'4 TTR^> 

®*p U.d’vSKl 3rf*Kjfa<T WTI t fa fan dl?M ^ fa^l 4t4 SEpjfa 4 far fa t, 4 *4fad ^ fa? ^ f :- 



r*im* 

2006 

8760894 


8760591 


8760692 


8760693 


8761896 


8761694 


8761593 


8761795 


8762393 


13- 11-2006 4 STfacT SfVlVH m fa. 

R9M20-121, 

W'faRT, 

fold, Psicii 4fa< 

14- 11-2006 4 

123, d*4fa WK, 

Tfafa ^FR, 
fWT ml'i'IH'R 

14-11 -2006 4 fasp? y»>i^i lasi^hi FRfa «P., 

182, fa?HW <*M7, 

14-11-2006 4 

207-208,4^4 WK, 

17-11-2006 4 3JT. fa., 

^ 925, 1200^ 1201, 

3faitffa> ^fan, 
ffalfa, facTT-3RRR 
17-11-2006 4 

Rfa 4 W, 

3FRdTd Tfe, TTTOT51, 

17 - 11-2006 4 w4k ^fa4, 

31, ‘[JFTSTR 4fa, 

Wt 

17-11-2006 4 3ft 33RRRT ^fa4, 

ausffai 4fa, kte 

f^Krli hkiI 

22-11-2006 4 44?! W yl^oKjy %, 

24t 123,43 4 94, 

faN'W ^s. 4fan, 

22-11-2006 4 4fal W Tffa^R Ul. fa. 

24t 123, 43 4 94, 
fq^qc^nf 4ffa, 

^ 3 * 


14-11-2006 


17-11-2006 


17-11-2006 


17-11-2006 


17-11-2006 


22-11-2006 


4^-04! WE 

14151 : 1999 


^TFmfari 3lfa 4fa^ ^fa?t4 
1417 : 1999 


SldHlfad 3lfa4te3^fa4 
1417 : 1999 

ewHifa'i <nfa 4tfa 

1417 : 1999 

RTR afaftfera 

14899 : 2000 


tfldMlfa 7 ! 4fa W3 
1417 : 1999 


5ldHlfa J f 3Tfa • llo'S ^0l4 
1417 : 1999 

SldHlfa'I 3lfa4k^^4d4 
1417 ; 1999 

694 : 1990 


4q141 §-yd<is 43£) 
1554 (*JFT 1) : 1988 


10 . 


8762293 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

11. 

8762595 

22-11-2006 

A. firarfcn%. 

Rffa^fafcR R!?m "'PR 




^ 130 ^ 

SfOlVH 




fa. 3^. T^ffal, 

14151 : (RRT1) 1999 

12 

8762191 

22-11-2006 

A f^PT WW 3JT, % 

2645 : 1983 




9 *3^HT 

'JltrWS *flPi+ trWfe 

13 

8763092 

22-11-2006 

A ysfaT 

6003 :1983 




^69 7te l^t, 

xfflWfacT <=hVhl<i ^ 




fa sft. T^ffal, 

R^RTTR 

14. 

8763294 

23-11-2006 

A. ^^4, 

WtfHlft'l 31TO R^S facRt 




1 |jfaR ^TPT ^ RRT 

Rfafa ^ RRT, 

rr^iri Tte, 

1417 : 1999 

15. 

8763395 

23-11-2006 

A ^ftalf^TT TFtf, 

SldOlft'l 3rfcF tJ^Rt 




*nW5T, 

1417 : 1999 

16. 

8763193 

23-11-2006 

4 faTFT faRRTB Rfa$R m fa 

TrWfe ^ 




R 213 TTR^t^RR, 
fa^TST 

1592 :2003 

17. 

8764296 

23-11-2006 

A 7?hRT 3H. fa. 

15 




86 87, fa?R, 3ft. 

U.R*hi , 

10325 :2000 

18. 

87642% 

23-11-2006 


^1o1 




^ 394, fas! 3ft. TtffaT; 

^Wqisi faRTR ^ 2, Tim 
fatni 

14543 

19. 

8764397 

24-11-2006 

A ^ 

«K A% 




^wyi, RHRter, 

14543 

2a 

8758204 

01-11-2006 

3. <asi4)i 

5IcihiR>*i 3iT 4> <i)<rs ^dO 




R. 224, RRR, . 

1417 :1999 

21. 

8758709 

03-11-2006 

4. T^FHSfa , 





RR>R. 15, 4'Jii41 
"Syiit'ra 

14543 

22 

8759812 

07-11-2006 

A * 5 ^ 5^51 fH 

7098 RPf 1 : 1988 



/ 

i 447 M 3ft. Ttffar, 4wt 





<*ld«K 

Rfafat^fafT 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

23. 

8759711 

07-11-2006 



24. 

8758305 

01—11”2006 

$44/ ofl hR^i, 4h<*1 

^TRdt^f Mkrtich 

7^ 

1554 W] 1 : 1980 

3tfq? 7ft^5 

1417 : 1999 


ttr (- 5 ^) 

New Delhi, the 10th January, 2007 


S.O.152.— In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification 
Regulation, 1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies the grant of licence particulars of which are given in the 


following Schedules. 







SCHEDULE 


SI. 

Licence No. 

Operative 

Name and Address of the Licensee 

Article/Proccss Covered by 

No. 

(CM/L- ) 

Date 


the licences and the relevant 





IS : Designation 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

DEC 2006 

1 . 

8760894 

13-11-2006 

M/s. Ankit Irrigation Pvt Ltd. 

IS 14151:1999 




F-120-121, Khatushyamji 

Industrial Complex, 

Reengus, Distt. Sikar 

QCPE Pipes 

2. 

8760591 

14-11-2006 

M/s. Saroop Jewellers 

IS 1417:1999 




123, Teh Bazar, 

Rai Singh Nagar, 

Distt Sriganganagar 

Halftnarking of Gold Jewellery 

3. 

8760692 

14-11-2006 

M/s. Vijay Prakash Khandaka Saraf & Co. 

182, Kishan Pole Bazar, 

Jaipur 

IS 1417:1999 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

4. 

8760793 

14-11-2006 

M/s. J inesh J ain Jewellers 

1417:1999 




207-208, Johri Bazar, 

Hallmarking of Gold 




Jaipur 

Jewellery 

5. 

8761896 

17-11-2006 

M/s. B hi wadi Cylinders Pvt* Ltd, 

E-925,1200 & 1201 

Industrial Area, 

Bhiwadi Distt. Alwar 

14899:2000 

LPG Containers for Automotives 

6. 

8761694 

17-11-2006 

M/s. Govadia Jewellers 

1417:1999 




Opposite Nehru Park Complex, 

Hospital Road, 

Sagwara, Distt. Dungarpur 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

7. 

8761593 

17-11-2006 

M/s. Mahaveer Jewellers 

1417:1999 




31, Gubar Chowk 

Pali 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

8. . 

8761795 

17-11-2006 

M/s. Shri Aradhana Jewellers 

1417:1999 




Akhariya Chowk, Post sadri 

Distt. Pali 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

9. 

8762393 

22-11-2006 

M/s. Romesh Power Products Private Limited, 

694:1990 




B-123,Road No. 09(A), 

PVC Insulated Cables 


Vishwa Karma Industrial Area, 
Jaipur 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

10 . 

8762292 

22-11-2006 

M/s. Romesh Power Products Private Limited, 
B-123, Road No. 09(A) 

Vishwa Karma Industrial Area, 

Jaipur 

1554 (Part i): 1988 

PVC Insulated (HD) Cables 

11 . 

8762595 

22-11-2006 

M/s. Tijaria Polypipes Limited, 

A-130(E), Road No. 9D, 

Vishwakarma Industrial Area, 

Jaipur 

14151 (Parti): 1999 

Polyethylene Pipes for 

Irrigation Systems 

12 . 

8762191 

22-11-2006 

M/s. Sleen Water Proof compound (P) Ltd., 
F-9B, Old RIICO Industrial Area, 

Dholpur 

2645;2003 

Integral Cement 

Waterproofing Compound 

• 13. 

8763092 

22-11-2006 

M/s. Bajrang International, 

Plot No. A-69, Road No. ID, 

Vishwakarma Industrial Area, 

Jaipur 

6003:1983 

Indented Wire for Prestressed 
Concrete 

14. 

8763294 

23-11-2006 

i M/s. Dhanraj Jewellers, 

Near Police Station, Opp. Panchayat 

Samiti, Gamothwara Road, Dungarpur, 
Sagwara 

1417:1999 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

15. 

8763395 

23-11-2006 

M/s. Dhanraj Gowadia and Sons, 

Sadar Bazar, 

Sagwara Distt Dungarpur 

1417:1999 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

16. 

8763193 

23-11-2006 

M/s.Chirag Fiscal Services (P) Ltd., 

A-213, Shastri Nagar, 

Bhilwara 

1592:2003 

A.C. Pressure Pipes & Joints 

17. 

8764296 

23-11-2006 

M/s. Yash Strips Pvt. Ltd., 

G-86-87, Udyog Vihar, Jetpura 

Industrial Area, 

Jaipur 

10325:2000 

15 Kg Sq. Tins 

18. 

8764195 

24-11-2006 

M/s. Sourbh Foods, 

H-394, RIICO Industrial Area, 

Jhotwara Extn. Phase-II, 

Sama Dungar, J aipur 

14543:2004 

Packaged Drinking Water 

19. 

8764397 

24-11-2006 

M/s. Kool Wave Food and Beverages, 
Keshav Pura, 

Bhakrota, Ajmer Road, 

^Upur 

14543:2004 

Packaged Drinking Water 

20 . 

8758204 

01-11-2006 

M/s. Khandaka Omshree Jewellers, 

Shop No. 224, Johari Bazar, 

Jaipur 

M/s. Aquahome Appliances, Ward No. 15, 
Punjabi Mohalla, 

Hanumangarh 

1417:1999 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 

21 . 

8758709 

03-11-2006 

14543:2004 

Packaged Drinking Water 

22 . 

8759812 

07-11-2006 

M/s. Gee Cab Industries Limited, 

E-447, RIICO Industrial Area, 

Chopanki, Alwar 

7098 (Part 1): 1988 

Crosslinked Polyethylene 

Insulated PVC Cables 

23. 

8759711 

07-11-2006 

M/s. Gee Cab Industries Limited, 

E-447, RIICO Industrial Area, 

Chopanki, Alwar 

1554 (Parti): 1988 

PVC Insulated (HD) Cables 

24. 

8758305 

01-11-2006 

M/s. Bhartiya Jewellers, 

Clock tower, 

Udaipur 

1417:1999 

Hallmarking of Gold Jewellery 


[Ref: CMD-1/13:11] 
S. K. CHAUDHURI, Dy. Director General (Marks) 
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■sff Rcml, 8 2007 

3IT. 153,-lnftfa 'szgft fftpi, 1987 ft fftR 7 ft ( 1) ft 135 ( 13 ) ft'^-HC'l ft *ti<dEi t|H<+ ’ 

®!jft ftftgfftd ^OTf t ft? ftft 3Eftft "4' ‘‘ft ■RFW (ftf) ft ft>9l T TWfft J i "nft f : 

__ 

5fTR ftftfiffi 'MKdl'M TTH3? ftJ fts^Tt ftfttEf ftt ft^H ftr ftfft cTFlftft ^ 

TfelT ftifc 


(1) _(2)_(3)___ (J} _ 

1. 8764 : 1998 1 2006 31 2006 

2 . 3 Ti^ 14448 : 1997 _ 1 2006 _ 31 fc*t**K 2006 _ 

^ M tft wft mro pro? m, 9, m w Rift, M ft*#-nooo2, ftftta Wcift ^ 
ftd<hi<ti , ■g^ tt«tt Vrnm aifww, Wft, ftftici, fttoRfqj, 

‘nngc tteht, gft ct«tt ftwEfrrgrp ft fftft ftg 1 1 

ftfft : 08-01-2007 ^ ^ 

[ I yl^si/3 

13 ; ft. ftft > %ftra?‘Tpr’''ft'5ig® (fftfftdftftfftft) 




New Delhi, the 8th January, 2007 

S. O. 153.— In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which 
are given in the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued: 

SCHEDULE 

—JJL. No!-No. and year ol the No. and year ot tne amendment Date from which tne amendment 

_ Indian Standards _ shall have effect _ 

0) (2) _ (3) _____ft>___ 

j, IS 8764:1998 1 December 2006 31 Dec ember 2006 

2. IS 14448:1997 _ 1 December2006 _ 31 Dec ember 2006 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai, and also Branch 
Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

Date: 08-01-2007 

[Ref: CED/Gazette] 
A. K. SAINI, Sc. ‘F &Head (Civil Engg.) 

M fte#, 10 'ilH'fO, 2007 

W.31T. 154.—NRft^' c ri^^1WI, 1987 ft ftm 7 fttn-fftm ( 1) ft (13) ft 3E[^ft' 'tiftft *oi<n 

«!jft ftiftfftl TJETF ft tft fftt NRrfft tTPTftf ft ftft ft ft t ft ft ft t :— 

____ 

a* wft rrrw (ftf) ftt wn ‘ft wft peps gm aifoafa! 

■gftftfc'ftftF Niftft 3t®rar Hnftl, ftft 

ftlf ft, ftt +tts4i ftfc 


3H i tft/snf tft ft 105ft 02 : 

1993 <03 ltVftt ft T Ptft t R ft fttSUI «im t( 02 
ft ft ftftftt ft ft Tftel 

STTft tft ft 105ft 03 : 

1993 oRcllR-ft ft ft ft! ^ 03 

ftfft ft %ttft^ft?l 


tft 768 : 1982 tEI srfftsFtnT 
]ftr 


(4) 

2007 


3^-ft 769 : 1982 ftft^PUT tSRtft 2007 
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0) 

(2) (3) 

(4) 

3. 

311$ TT$/3fT$ aft 105-T* 04 : 

1989 ^nfMq ^ ^ W\ ^ 04 

■(ripi'l 4 ■qrai ^ 

^*$2007 


aiiwi^q^fiT 


4 

3H$ Tjjf/atn$ t^T sit 105-T* 08 : 

1993 ^renft-Tn ^ q«wtm qflsR qm tx 08 
xtt ^ larger ■qrfrqrN* nKwdl 

Wlft 2007 


'»TR<fta ■HKfll'M Wt, 9, m f^ft-110002, 8Hfa^T9fc4: 

M ^ftswun, %$, tjcs$ wr ?rren ^rafcraf: sitok, *faier, qvfamifl , Tjanszt, 

^sray, -q^, ^ (T«jt ffi rean^naio 3 $$ ww 11 


fclf*l : 10 2007 


[^?M:Hh^Fret/4-25] 

^i. W- *4, Wvw> x^irgig ( d)u<H<g l) 

New Delhi, the 10th January, 2007 

S. O. 154.—Iii pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each: 

SCHEDULE 


SI 

No. 

No. and year of the 

Indian Standards 

Established 

No. and year of Indian 
Standards, if any, 
Superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 

Date of 
Established 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

IS/ISO 105-A02:1993 Textiles-Tests for 
colour fastness Part A02 Grey scale for 
assessing change in colour 

Superseding IS 768: 

1982 

January 2007 

2 

IS/ ISO 105-A03:1993 Textiles-Tests for 
colour fastness Part A03 Grey scale for 
assessing staining 

Superseding IS 769: 

1982 

January 2007 

3. 

IS/ISO 105-A04:1993 Textiles-Tests for 
colour fastness Part A04 Method for the 
instrumental assessment of the degree of 
staining of adjacent fabrics 


January 2007 

4. 

IS/ ISO 105-A 08:1993 Textiles-Tests for 
colour fastness Part A08 Vocabulary used 
in colour measurement. 


January 2007 


Copies of the these Standards are available fen: sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhawan, 9, 
Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and its Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai 
and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderbad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

Dated 1001-2007 

[Ref. TXD/G-25] 
, M. S. VERMA, Director & Head (Textiles) 
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11 2007 

W. 3TT. 155.-cf>ftftT ft, ft^dl FRF ft~J (3Rjfa 3fk R«t>Ul) 

3TTftfftFF, 1957 (1957 FT 20) (f^T^T ^Fft ?Fft MW Id FFT 3#f^W F?T 
FFT %), ftt FTF 7 ftt FFFRT (i) ft 3ftfa ^TReT F7FR ft ftTFFT -H^ld<1 eft 
srfSUjrHI ft. FT.3TT. 2671 15.10.04 eft FTft eft efr FFMF, 

’TFT 2, *55-3, FFT55 (ii) FTft*5 23 31chj6K, 2004 eft PFTfftcT 6?RT 

FF 3lfSKjxMI ft ftoFF 31 f ^4) ft eft Tjfft ft? FF F? eft 

3Tf^eTF*t ft 3R5fa F?ft ft 3Rfft 3FFF eft TJtRT ft ft ; 

3lk fsft RfaFift 4 fft 3?fftftFF ftt frt 8 ft sfjfrt ft ftfttF 
f?fr ftt 3FFft fftfft ft ft t ; 

3flR ftfttF F7FR, FT, fftFvT tftftft F* fftFR Fftt ft WRT 3ft? 
F^FT T1WR ft fF WTft F?ft ft FTFTF F? FFTFTF ft FFT ft fft FFft 
ftoFF 3Tf*jft ft ftftcf 2527.46 <?FF (oFPFT) FT 1022.85 ftcJFFR (cFFFT) 
FT? FTcft ffft FT 3F3fa fft?T FRT xftftr ; 

3TcT: 3Ff ftftjtF F?FR, fttFcTTFRF ft? (3Tft? 3fR fftFTF 3Tfftfft?F, 
1957 (1957 FT 20)) ftt FRT 9 ftt FFFTF (i) gRT 3RF ^lfftfft FT ?ft? 
FFT FF ftw F?ft t fft FFT STfTJrft ft ft^RT 2527.46 ?F? (FWT) 
FT 1022.85 ftp^TR (cFT’FT) FT? FTcft ffft FT FF FT ft Fft 3TfftFTft FT 
3Tft? fft>FT FRTT tl 


fF 3Tfft^FTT ft 3t?ift?T 3Tlft Rot ft? ft ftftR ft. 
ftRfftF ( F l ft ^F FRFTT 3ft? 4RftufF)/JiftldM^I<1/06/02 cTTftn 3.4.06 FT 
fftftSRT Fc T FR , 3TffoT (FfttFT) ft FIFfcTF ft FT fttFFT ft4W, 1, 
FTftfftF RFF ?ftfF, ftlFFTFT ft FTFfclF ft FT FgFTft FtclftteFF fft., 
FftFT (fftFF ftFRT 3fR ftftftFRT fftFFT), FFjfcT %R, FTFF?-FPjfft fft?R 
fft, 1^len-ftFcT5?-768020 (FftFT) ft FTFfcTF ft fftFT FT FftFTl 
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ahMrciUxHici (xjf^rrar) corral, 
dlcHtlii c^cHU^ctStH (flhjcTT 
foTell 3T^3JoT (jjflxHl) 

7T»ft SffelDrr :- 


5P. 

5H13T ePT 

oTT3T 

^feiva £11^ 

ept oTTJT 

3?T? TCUl 

d6^f1 cl 

fulcHI 

t2cps 

«• 

3* 

f§Vjf&RJT 

1 

infciyfj^e 


iSfsasT 



BIB 

2 



mnwT 

3T^cT 



m 

fc^ci«l3<=fl 

v5RXTST -64 

i3>fiMSI 

3-i^ei 

17 3.78 

3TT3T 


m Mu: 


-Vf 

-. 



EB 


—6 5 


31"3JcT 

r 7 3 3.6 7 

arnri 



oi^U^I -63 


3-i cj^cn 

8.93 

arra^r 





■ 



6 


Pg|ggriQl|B 

cIcrltR 

3i oj^cl 

6 5 3.29 


KB 



deny if 

3-T^cH 

40.73 

^vf 








8 



clci^lii 

3-f^ei 

6 3.5 


9 

cg^ggTOTcT 

cPtfcTSTCT-0 3 

clei^xi 

3f3jer 

• 

2 0.32 

WIT 

« t " 

. ' 

1 0 

uT-il^ 

SfiO^T 

- 

3i^cT, 

5-0 

an^r 


7T7f$TcT cfcT 



1 

1 

L. -. .. 



1 1 

fcTJTT 


j 

3figcT 

356.1 0 

WUT 


^Rf^-TcT cJ^T 






I 

2527.46 

UcPd 


i O ^ I .*t U v 

end (cfJfWSf) . " 

^ j (FT3T3-r^r) sn 


1 022.85 


83 GI/07—3 
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fcrf3T55T <AJ IcHl ^ 3TfufcT uTT^ cTT^ <-dlC 


i . «nfeTcferg7 (armr) 3rfofcr 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 
25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 
45{jht), 46(arr), 47(3TT), 51 (jht), 52, 53(aTT), 75 (sht), 76, 77{aTT), 78 (&tt), 76/269, 
36/271 (9TT), 39/272(aTT), 46/273, 46/274, 35/284, 26/288, 36/291, 33/292,15/297, 
177/306, 177/311(8TT) 3?te 177/329(aTT). 


2. ^ 3TfofcT ^ 


1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,11, 12,13,14, 15,16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 
30,31, 32, 33,34,35, 36,37,38, 39, 40, 41,42,43,44, 45, 46, 47, 48,49, 50, 51,52, 53,54, 55, 


56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66,67,68, 69, 70,71,72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 
82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 
106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 
125, 126, 127, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 104/134, 103/135, 110/136, 130/137, 9/138, 2/139, 
132/140, 132/141, 127/192, 127/193, 127/194, 127/195, 127/196, 127/197, 127/198, 127/199, 
127/200,127/201, 127/202,127/203, 127/212,3?lT 127/216. 


3 3TTZT (arnJT) ^ 3TfufcT JTET 

84{aTT), 85(5HT), 87(ai7), 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 
103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 
120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132(aTT), 137(an), 138(aTT), 

140{5HT) 141 (aTT), 150(arr), 171{arr), 172, 173, 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179, 180,181, 
182, 183, 184(8TT), 187(aTT), 188, 189, 190, 191, 192(au), 193(arr), 204(aiT), 205(arT), 
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206(WT), 207, 208, 209(&TT), 210(SHT), 213(WT), 214, 215, 216, 217, 248, 219, 220, 221, 
222, 223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237, 238, 

239, 240, 241, 242, 243, 244, 245, 246, 247, 248, 249, 250, 251, 252, 253, 254, 255, 

256, 257, 258, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 269, 270, 271, 272, 

273, 274, 275, 276, 277, 278, 279, 280, 281, 282, 283, 284, 285, 286, 287, 288, 289, 

290, 291, 292, 293, 294, 295, 296, 297, 298, 299, 300, 301, 302, 303, 304, 305, 306, 

271/311, 84/312, 88/323, 204/325, 229/334, 229/335, 297/336, 296/337, 85/338(341), 
270/339, 92/341, 243/345, 243/346, 234/347,272/348, 285/349, 278/350, 278/351, 
109/352, 91/353, 249/355, 249/356, 100/357, 221/359, 97/363, 251/365, 234/366, 
296/367, 222/368, 223/369 268/370. 

a. 3JT3T (arnrr) arfufcr f%s£t 

1,2,3, 4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27,28, 29, 
30,31,32,33,34,35,36,37,38,39,40,41, 42,43,44,45,46,47,48,49,50,51,52, 53,54,55, 
56,57, 58,59, 60, 61, 62,63, 64, 65, 66,67,68,69,70, 71, 72, 73, 74,75, 76,77,78,79,80,81, 
82,83,84,85,86, 87,88, 89,90,91,92,93,94,95,96,97, 98,99,100,101, 102,103,104,105, 
106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113,114, 115, 116, 117, 118,119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 

125, 126, 127, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 134, 135, 136, 137, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 

144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 149, 150, 151, 152,153,154, 155, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 

163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 169, 170, 171, 172, 173,174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179, 180, 181, 

182, 183,184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 189, 190, 191, 192, 193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 200, 
201, 202, 203, 204, 20$, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 2il, 212, 213, 214, 215, 216, 217, 218, 219, 
220, 221, 222, 223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237, 238, 
239, 240, 241, 242, 243, 244, 245, 246, 247, 248, 249, 250, 251, 252, 253, 254, 255, 256, 257, 
258, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 269, 270, 271, 272, 273, 274, 275, 276, 
277, 278, 279, 280, 281, 282, 283, 284, 285, 286, 287, 288, 289, 290, 291, 292, 293, 294, 295, 
296, 297, 298, 299, 300, 301, 302, 303, 304, 305, 306, 307, 308, 309, 310, 311, 312, 313, 314, 
315, 316, 317, 318, 319, 320, 321, 322, 323, 324, 325, 326, 327, 328, 329, 330, 331, 332, 333, 
334, 335, 336, 337, 338, 339, 340, 341, 342, 343, 344, 345, 346,347, 348, 349, 350, 351, 352, 
353, 354, 355, 356, 357, 358, 359, 360, 361, 362, 363, 364, 365, 366,367, 368, 369, 370, 371, 
372, 373, 374, 375, 376, 377, 378, 379, 380, 381, 382, 383, 384, 385, 386, 387, 388, 389, 390, 
391, 392, 393, 394, 395, 396, 397, 398, 399, 400, 401, 402, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407, 408, 409, 
410, 411, 412, 413, 414, 415, 416, 417, 418, 419, 420, 421, 422, 423, 424, 425, 426, 427, 428, 
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429, 430, 431, 432, 43 3, 434, 435, 436, 437, 438, 439, 440, 441, 442, 443, 444, 445, 446, 447, 

448, 449, 450, 451, 45 2, 453, 454, 455, 456, 457, 458, 459, 460, 461, 462, 463, 464, 465, 466, 

467, 468, 469, 470, 4* 1, 472, 473, 474, 475, 476, 477, 478, 479, 480, 481, 482, 483, 484, 485, 

486, 487, 488, 489, 4< >0, 491. 492, 4*>3, 494, 495, 496, 497, 498, 499, 500, 501, 502, 503, 504, 
505, 506, 507, 508, 5' 09, 510, 511, 512, 513, 514, 515, 516, 517, 518. 519, 520, 521, 522, 523, 
524, 525, 526, 527, 5 28, 529. 530, 531. 532, 533, 534, 535, 536, 537, 538, 339, 540, 541, 542, 
543, 544, 545, 546, f >47, 548, 54'h 550, 551, 552, 553, 554, 555, 556, 557, 558, 559, 560, 561, 
562, 563, 564, 565, : 566, 567, 568, 569, 570, 571, 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 577, 578, 579, 580, 
581, 582, 583, 584, 585, 586, 5S7 ^88, 589, 590, 591, 592, 593, 594, 595, ?96, 397, 598, 599, 
600, 601, 602, 603. 604, 605. 606 607, 608, 609, 610, 611, 612, 613. 614, 615, 616, 617, 618, 
619, 620. 621, 622 , 623, 624, 625, 626, 627, 628, 629, 630, 631, 632, 633, 634, 635, 636, 637, 

638, 639, 640, 641 , 642, 643, 644, 645, 646, 647, 648, 649, 650, 651, 652, 633, 6s4, 655, 656, 

657, 658, 659, 66' 0, 661, 662, 663, 664, 665, 666, 667, 668, 669, 670, 671, 672, 673, 674, 675, 

676, 677., 678, 67680, 681, 682. 683, 684, 685, 686, 687, 688, 689, 690, 691, 692, 693, 694, 

695, 696, 697, 69 8, 699, 700, 701,702, 703, 704, 705, 706, 707, 708, 709, 710, 711, 712, 713, 
714, 715, 716. 7 17, 718. 719, 720, 721, 722, 723, 724, 725, 726, 727, 728(341), 735(1HT), 
738(3-TT), 739(‘H1 ), 740(341), 741. 742, 743 , 744, 745, 746, 747(344), 748(3-14), 749, 750, 751, 

752 , 753 . 754,, 7*55, 756 , 757, "58, 759, 760, 761, 762, 763, 764. 765, 766, 767, 768, 769, 770, 

771, 772. "7 3, "''74, 775, 776, ~~ r '. "?78, 779, 780, 781, 782, 783, 784, 785, 786, 787, 788, 789, 

790., 791, 7 92, 7 93, 794, 795, 796, 797, 798,799, 800, 801, 802, 803, 804, 805, 806, 807, 808, 

809, 810. 811, 812. 813, 814, 815, 816, 817, 818, 819, 820, 821, 822, 823, 824, 825, 826, 
827,828, 829, 83(0, 831, 832, 833. 834, 835, 836, 837, 838, 839, 84“ 841, 842, 843, 844, 845, 
846, 84'7. 848, 849, 850, 851, 852. 853, 854, 855, 856, 857, 858, £ , 860, 861, 862, 863, 864, 

865, 806, 867, 84.8, 869, 870, 871, 872, 873, 874, 875, 876, 877, 878, 879,880, 881, 882, 883, 
884. 1385. 886, 887, 888, 889, 890. 891, 892, 893, 894, 895, 896. 897, 898, 899, 900, 901, 902, 

903., 904, 905, 906, 907, 908, 909. 910, 911, 912, 913, 914, 915, 916, 917, 918, 919, 920, 921, 

922. 923, 924, 925, 926, 927, 928, 929, 930, 931, 932, 933, 934, 935, 936, 937, 938, 939, 940, 
94,1, 942 943,944, 945, 946, 947, 948, 949, 950, 951, 952, 953, 954, 955, 956, 957, 958, 959, 960, 
96i, 962, 963, 964, 965, 966, 967, 968, 969, 970, 971, 972, 973, 974, 975, 976, 977, 978, 979, 
980, 981, 982. 983, 984, 985, 986, 987, 988, 989, 990, 991. 992, 993, 994, 995, 996, 997, 998, 
999, 1000, 1001, 1002, 1003,1004, 1005,1006,1007, 1008, 1009, 1010, 1011, 1012,1013,1014, 
1015, 1016, 1017, 1018, 1019, 1020, 1021, 1022, 1023, 1024, 1025, 1026, 1027, 1028, 1029, 

1030, 1031, 1032, 1033, 1034, 1035, 1036, 1037, 1038, 1039, 1040, 1041, 1042, 1043, 1044, 

1045, 1046, 1047, 1048, 1049, i 050, 1051, 1052, 1053, 1054, 1055, 10?6, 1057, 1058, 1059, 

1060, 1061, 1062, 1063, 1064, 1065, 1066, 1067, 1068, 1069, 1070, 1071, 1072, 1073, 1074, 
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1075, 1076, 1077, 1078, 1079, 1080, 1081, 1082, 1083, 1084, 1085, 1086, 1087, 1088, 1089, 
1090, 1091, 1092, 1093, 1094, 1095, 1096, 1097, 1098, 1099, 1100, 1101, 1102, 1103, 1104, 
1105, 1106, 1107, 1108, 1109, 1110, 1111, 1112, 1113, 1114, 1115, 1116, 1117, 1118, 1119, 
1120, 1121, 1122, 1123, 1124, 1125, 1126, 1127, 1128, 1129, 1130, 1131, 1132, 1133, 1134, 
1135, 1136, 1137, 1138, 1139, 1140, 1141, 1142, 1143, 1144, 1145, 1146, 1147, 1148, 1149, 
1150, 1151, 1152, 1153, 1154, 1155, 1156, 1157, 1158, 1159, 1160, 1161, 1162, 1163, 1164, 
1165, 1166, 1167, 1168, 1169, 1170,1J71, 1172, 1173, 1174, 1175, 1176, 1177, 1178, 1179, 
1180, 1181, 1182, 1183, 1184, 1185, 1186, 1187, 1188, 1189, 1190, 1191, 1192, 1193, 1194, 
1195, 1196, 1197, 1198, 1199, 1200, 1201, 1202, 1203, 1204, 1205, 1206, 1207, 1208, 1209, 
1210, 1211, 1212, 1213, 1214, 1215, 1216, 1217, 1218, 1219, 1220, 1221, 1222, 1223, 1224, 
1225, 1226, 1227, 1228, 1229, 1230, 1231, 1232, 1233, 1234, 1235, 1236, 1237, 1238, 1239, 
1240, 1241, 1242,1243, 1244, 1245, 1246, 1247, 1248, 1249, 1250, 1251, 1252, 1253, 1254, 
1255, 1256, 1257, 1258, 1259, 1260, 1261, 1262, 1263, 1264, 1265, 1266, 1267, 1268, 1269, 
1270, 1271, 1272, 1273, 1274, 1275, 1276, 1277, 1278, 1279, 1280, 1281, 1282, 1283, 1284, 
1285, 1286,1287, 1288, 1289, 1290, 1291, 1292, 1293, 1294, 1295,1296, 1297, 1298, 1299, 
1300, 1301, 1302, 1303, 1304, 1305, 1306, 1307, 1308, 1309, 1310, 1311, 1312, 1313, 1314, 

1315, 1316, 1317, 1318, 1319, 1320, 1321, 1322, 1323, 1324, 1325, 1326, 1327, 1328, 1329, 

1330, 1331, 1332, 1333, 1334, 1335, 1336, J337, 1338, 1339, 1340, 1341, 1342, 1343, 1344, 
1345, 1346, 1347, 1348, 1349, 1350, 1351, 1352, 1353, 1354, 1355, 1356, 1357, 1358, 1359, 

1360, 1361, 1362, 1363, 1364, 1365, 1366, 1367, 1368, 1369, 1370, 1371, 1372, 1373, 1374, 

1375, 1376, 1377, 1378, 1379, 1380, 1381, 1382, 1383, 1384, 1385, 1386, 1387, 1388, 1389, 

1390, 1391, 1392, 1393, 1394, 1395, 1396,1397, 1398, 1399, 1400, 1401, 1402, 1403, 1404, 

1405, 1406, 1407, 1408, 1409, 1410, 1411, 1412, 1413, 1414, 1415, 1416, 1417, 1418, 1419, 

1420, 1421, 1422, 1423, 1424, 1425, 1426, 1427, 1428, 1429, 1430, 1431, 1432, 1433, 1434, 

1435, 1436, 1437, 1438, 1439, 1440, 1441, 1442, 1443, 1444, 1445, 1446, 1447, 1448, 1449, 

1450, 1451, 1452, 1453, 1454, 1455, 1456, 1457, 1458, 1459, 1460, 1461, 1462, 1463, 1464, 

1465, 1466, 1467, 1468, 1469, 1470, 1471, 1472, 1473, 1474, 1475, 1476, 1477, 1478, 1479, 

1480, 1481, 1482, 1483, 1484, 1485, 1486, 1487, 1488, 1489, 1490, 1491, 1492, 1493, 1494, 

1495, 1496, 1497, 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501, 1502, 1503, 1504, 1505, 1506, 1507, 1508, 1509, 

1510, 1511, 1512, 1513, 1514, 1515, 1516, 1517, 1518, 1519, 1520, 1521, 1522, 1523, 1524, 

1525, 1526, 1527, 1528, 1529, 1530, 1531, 1532, 1533, 1534, 1535, 1536, 1537, 1538, 1539, 

1540, 1541, 1542, 1543, 1544, 1545, 1546, 1547, 1548, 1549, 1550, 1551, 1552, 1553, 1554, 

1555, 1556, 1557, 1558, 1559, 1560, 1561, 1562, 1563, 1564, 1565, 1566, 1567, 1568, 1569, 

1570, 1571, 1572, 1573, 1574, 1575, 1576, 1577, 1578, 1579, 1580, 1581, 1582, 1583, 1584, 

1585, 1586, 1587, 1588, 1589, 1590, 1591, 1592, 1593, 1594, 1595, 1596, 1597, 1598, 1599, 
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1600, 1601, 1602, 1603, 1604, 1605, 1606, 1607, 1608, 1609, 1610, 1611, 1612, 1613, 1614, 

1615, 1616, 1617, 1618, 1619, 1620, 1621, 1622, 1623, 1624, 1625, 1626, 1627, 1628, 1629, 

1630, 1631, 1632, 1633, 1634,1635, 1636, 1637, 1638, 1639, 1640, 1641, 1642, 1643, 1644, 

1645, 1646, 1647, 1648, 1649, 1650, 1651, 1652, 1653, 1654, 1655, 1656, 1657, 1658, 1659, 

1660, 1661, 1662, 1663,1664,1665,1666, 1667, 1668, 1669,1670, 1671,1672, 1673,1674, 
1675, 1676, 1677, 1678, 1679, 1680, 1681, 1682, 1683, 1684, 1685, 1686(3TT), 1689(37T), 
1690(3TT), 1692(3TT), 1726(371), I727(3-TT), 1728, 1729, 1730, 1731, 1732, 1733, 1734, 1735, 
1736, 1737, 1738, 1739(3TT), 1740( 3-TT), 1743, 1744, 1745, 1746(3-17), 1747(37T), 1748(3TT), 
1760(317),1829, 1830, 1831(317), 1837(3-TT), 1848(3TT), 1849(311), 1850, 1851, 1852, 1853,1854, 
1855, 1856, 1857, 1858, 1859, 1860, 1861, 1862, 1863, 1864, 1865, 1866, 1867, 1868, 1869, 
1870(3TT), 1871, 1872, 1873, 1874,1875, 1876(37T), 1877(3-17), 26/1942, 83/1943, 595/1944, 
607/1945, 607/1946, 850/1947, 1031/1948, 1024/1949, 757/1950, 1524/1951, 598/1952, 
946/1953, 334/1954, 83/1955, 1417/1957, 465/1958,1521/1959, 295/1963, 1674/1964, 

1674/1965, 1673/1966, 1676/1971, 89/1972, 495/1973, 774/1974, 60/1976, 60/1977, 62/1978, 
624/1979, 783/1980, 685/1981, 63/1982, 94/1983, 1866/1990, 38/1993, 61/1994, 1384/1996, 
1680/2001, 221/2003, 1246/2004, 83/2005, 60/2006, 1417/2007, 780/2008, 498/2009, 241/2010, 
1392/2011, 246/2012, 1105/2016, 778/2017, 1865/2018, 330/2019, 334/2020, 543/2022, 
552/2023, 500/2024, 199/2025, 557/2026, 1870/2173(3-TT), 1870/2176, 1870/2177, 1870/2178, 
1870/2179, 1870/2180, 1870/2181 (3-TT), 1870/2182, 1870/2183, 1870/2184, 1870/2194(3-TT), 
1870/2195 3?7? 1870/2196(37T). 

5. cbMf^rl tfftT 3JT3T (3TT3T) ^ 3Tf^fcT 3T if 

krllci xi-kcil | • 

800(3-tt), 801, 802, 803, 804, 805, 806(347), 807(&-TT), 808(3-17), 3TT? 809(37T). 


6. 3HlcJcJ|^,3TT 3JT3T (aTT^T) ^ 3TWcT fcf5^ JT% 

1,2,3, 4,5,6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,21,22, 23,24,25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 

30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 

56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 

82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 

106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 
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125, 126, 127, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 134, 135, 136, 137, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 

144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 149, 150, 151, 152, 153, 154, 155, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 

163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179, 180, 181, 

182, 183,184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 189, 190, 191, 192, 193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 200, 
201, 202, 203, 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 211, 212, 213, 214, 215, 216, 217, 218, 219, 

220, 221, 222, 223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237, 238, 

239, 240, 241, 242, 243, 244, 245, 246, 247, 248, 249, 250, 251, 252, 253, 254, 255, 256, 257, 
258, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 269, 270, 271, 272, 273, 274, 275, 276, 
277, 278, 279, 280, 281, 2*B, 283, 284, 285, 286, 287, 288, 289, 290, 291, 292, 293, 294, 295, 
296, 297, 298, 299, 300, 301, 302, 303, 304, 305, 306, 307, 308, 309, 310, 311, 312, 313, 314, 
315, 316, 317, 318, 319, 320, 321, 322, 323, 324, 325, 326, 327, 328, 329, 330, 331, 332, 333, 
334 , 335, 336, 337, 338, 339, 340, 341, 342, 343, 344, 345, 346, 347, 348, 349, 350, 351, 352, 
353, 354, 355, 356, 357, 358, 359, 360, 361, 362, 363, 364, 3*5, 366, 367, 368, 369, 370, 371, 
372, 373, 374, 375, 376, 377, 378, 379, 380, 381, 382, 383, 384, 385, 386, 387, 388, 389, 390, 
391, 392, 393, 394, 395, 396, 397, 398, 399, 400, 401, 402, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407, 408, 409, 
410, 411, 412, 413, 414, 415, 416, 417, 418, 419, 420, 421, 422, 423, 424, 425, 426, 427, 428, 
429, 430, 431, 432, 433, 434, 435, 436, 437, 438, 439, 440, 441, 442, 443, 444, 445, 446, 447, 
448, 449, 450, 451, 452, 453, 454, 455, 456, 457, 458, 459, 460, 461,.462, 463, 464, 465, 466, 
467, 468, 469, 470, 471, 472, 473, 474, 475, 476, 477, 478, 479, 480, 481, 482, 483, 484, 485, 
486, 487, 488, 489, 490, 491, 492, 493, 494, 495, 496, 497, 498, 499, 500, 501, 502, 503, 504, 
505, 506, 507, 508, 509, 510, 511, 512, 513, 514, 515, 516, 517, 518, 519, 520, 521, 522, 523, 
524, 525, 526, 527, 528, 529, 530, 531, 532, 533, 534, 535, 536, 537, 538, 539, 540, 541, 542, 
543, 544, 545, 546, 547, 548, 549, 550, 551, 552, 553, 554, 555, 556, 557, 558, 559, 560, 561, 
562, 563, 564, 565, 566, 567, 568, 569, 570, 571, 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 577, 578, 579, 580, 
581, 582, 583, 584, 585, 586, 587, 588, 589, 590, 591, 592, 593, 594, 595, 596, 597, 598, 599, 
600, 601, 602, 603, 604, 605, 606, 607, 608, 609, 610, 611, 612, 613, 614, 615, 616, 617, 618, 
619, 620, 621, 622, 623, 624, 625, 626, 627, 628, 629, 630, 631, 632, 633, 634, 635, 636, 637, 
638, 639, 640, 641, 642, 643, 644, 645, 646, 647, 648, 649, 650, 651, 652, 653, 654, 655, 656, 
657, 658, 659, 660, 661, 662, 663, 664, 665, 666, 667, 668, 669, 670, 671, 672, 673, 674, 675, 
676, 677, 678, 679, 680, 681, 682, 683, 684, 685, 686, 687, 688, 689, 690, 691, 692, 693, 694, 
695, 696, 697, 698, 699, 700, 701, 702, 703, 704, 705, 706, 707, 708, 709, 710, 711, 712, 713, 
714, 715, 716, 717, 718, 719, 720, 721, 722, 723, 724, 725, 726, 727, 728, 729, 730, 731, 732, 
733, 7*34, 735, 736, .737, 738, 739, 740, 741, 742, 743, 744, 745, 746, 747, 748, 749, 750, 751, 
752, 753, 754, 755, 756, 757, 758, 759, 760, 761, 762, 763, 764, 765, 766, 767, 768, 769, 770, 
771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776, 777, 778, 779, 780, 781, 782, 783, 784, 785, 786, 787, 788, 789, 
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790, 791, 792, 793, 794, 795, 796, 797, 798,799, 800, 801, 802, 803, 804, 805, 806, 807, 808, 
809, 810, 811, 812, 813, 814, 815, 816, 817, 818, 819, 820, 821, 822, 823, 824, 825, 826, 
827,828, 829, 830, 831, 832, 833, 834, 835, 836, 837, 838, 839, 840, 841, 842, 843, 844, 845, 
846, 847, 848, 849, 850, 851, 852, 853, 854, 855, 856, 857, 858, 859, 860, 861, 862, 863, 864, 

865, 866, 867, 868, 869, 870, 871, 872, 873, 874, 875, 876, 877, 878, 879, 880, 881, 882, 883, 

884, 885, 886, 887, 888, 889, 890, 891, 892, 893, 894, 895, 896, 897, 898, 899, 900, 901, 902, 

903, 904, 905, 906, 907, 908, 909, 910, 911, 912, 913, 914, 915, 916, 917, 918, 919, 920, 921, 

922, 923, 924, 925, 926, 927, 928, 929, 930, 931, 932, 933, 934, 935, 936, 937, 938, 939, 940, 

941, 942 943,944, 945, 946, 947, 948, 949, 950, 951, 952, 953, 954^155, 956, 957, 958,959, 960, 
961, 962, 963, 964, 965, 966, 967, 968, 969, 970, 971, 972, 973, 974, 975, 976, 977, 978, 979, 

980, 981, 982, 983, 984, 985, 986, 987, 988, 989, 990, 991, 992, 993, 994, 995, 996, 997, 998, 

999,1000,1001, 1002, 1003,1004,1005,1006,1007, 1008,1009, 1010, 1011,1012, 1013,1014, 


1015, 

1016, 

1017, 

1018, 

1019, 

1020, 

1021, 

1022, 

1023, 

1024, 

1025, 

1026, 

1027, 

1028, 

1029, 

1030, 

1031, 

1032, 

1033, 

1034, 

1035, 

1036, 

1037, 

1038, 

1039, 

1040, 

1041, 

1042, 

1043, 

1044, 

1045, 

1046, 

1047, 

1048, 

1049, 

1050, 

1051, 

1052, 

1053, 

1054, 

1055, 

1056, 

1057, 

1058, 

1059, 

1060, 

1061, 

1062, 

1063, 

1064, 

1065, 

1066, 

1067, 

1068, 

1069, 

1070, 

1071, 

1072, 

1073, 

1074, 

1075, 

1076, 

1077, 

1078, 

1079, 

1080, 

1081, 

1082, 

1083, 

1084, 

1085, 

1086, 

1087, 

1088, 

1089, 

1090, 

1091, 

1092, 

1093, 

1094, 

1095, 

1096, 

1097, 

1098, 

1099, 

1100, 

1101, 

1102, 

1103, 

) 

1104, 

1105, 

1106, 

1107, 

1108, 

1109, 

1110, 

1111, 

1112, 

1113, 

1114, 

1115, 

1116, 

1117, 

1118, 

1119, 

1120, 

1121, 

1122, 

1123, 

1124, 

1125, 

1126, 

1127, 

1128, 

1129, 

1130, 

1131, 

1132, 

1133, 

1134, 

1135, 

1136, 

1137, 

1138, 

1139, 

1140, 

1141, 

1142, 

1143, 

1144, 

1145, 

1146, 

1147, 

1148, 

1149, 

1150, 

1151, 

1152, 

1153, 

1154, 

1155, 

1156, 

1157, 

1158, 

1159, 

1160, 

1161, 

1162, 

1163, 

1164, 

1165, 

1166, 

1167, 

1168, 

1169, 

1170, 

1171, 

1172, 

1173, 

1174, 

1175, 

1176, 

1177, 

1178, 

1179, 

1180, 

1181, 

1182, 

1183, 

1184, 

1185, 

1186, 

1187, 

1188, 

1189, 

1190, 

1191, 

1192, 

1193, 

1194, 

1195, 

1196, 

1197, 

1198, 

1199, 

1200, 

1201, 

1202, 

1203, 

1204, 

1205, 

1206, 

1207, 

1208, 

1209, 

1210, 

1211, 

1212, 

1213, 

1214, 

1215, 

1216, 

1217, 

1218, 

1219, 

1220, 

1221, 

1222, 

1223, 

1224, 

1225, 

1226, 

1227, 

1228, 

1229, 

1230, 

1231, 

1232, 

1233, 

1234, 

1235, 

1236, 

1237, 

1238, 

1239, 

1240, 

1241, 

1242, 

1243, 

1244, 

1245, 

1246, 

1247, 

1248, 

1249, 

1250, 

1251, 

1252, 

1253, 

1254, 

1255, 

1256, 

1257, 

1258, 

1259, 

1260, 

1261, 

1262, 

1263, 

1264, 

1265. 

1266, 

1267, 

1268, 

1269, 

1270, 

1271, 

1272, 

1273, 

1274, 

1275, 

1276, 

1277, 

1278, 

1279, 

1280, 

1281, 

1282, 

1283, 

1284, 

1285, 

1286, 

1287, 

1288, 

1289, 

1290, 

1291, 

1292, 

1293, 

1294, 

1295, 

1296, 

1297, 

1298, 

1299, 

1300, 

1301, 

1302, 

1303, 

1304, 

1305, 

1306, 

1307, 

1308, 

1309, 

1310. 

1311, 

1312, 

1313, 

1314, 

1315, 

1316, 

1317, 

1318, 

1319, 

1320, 

1321, 

1322, 

1323, 

1324, 

1325, 

1326, 

1327, 

1328, 

1329, 

1330, 

1331, 

1332, 

1333, 

1334, 

1335, 

1336. 

1337, 

1338, 

1339, 

1340, 

1341, 

1342, 

1343, 

1344, 

1345, 

1346, 

1347, 

1348, 

1349, 

1350, 

1351, 

1352, 

1353, 

1354, 

1355, 

1356, 

1357, 

1358, 

1359, 
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1360, 1361, 1362, 
1375, 1376, 1377, 
1390, 1391, 1392, 
1405, 1406, 1407, 
1420, 1421, 1422, 
1435, 1436, 1437, 
1450, 1451, 1452, 
1465, 1466, 1467, 
1480, 1481, 1482, 
1495, 1496, 1497, 
1510, 1511, 1512, 
1525, 1526, 1527, 
1540, 1541, 1542, 
1555, 1556, 1557, 
1570, 1571, 1572, 
1585, 1586, 1587, 
1600, 1601, 1602, 
1615, 1616, 1617, 
1630, 1631, 1632, 
1645, 1646, 1647, 
1660, 1661, 1662, 
1675, 1676, 1677, 
1690, 1691, 1692, 
1705, 1706, 1707, 
1720, 1721, 1722, 
1735, 1736, 1737, 
1750, 1751, 1752, 
1765, 1766, 1767, 
1780, 1781, 1782, 
1795, 1796, 1797, 
1810, 1811, 1812, 
1825, 1826, 1827, 
1840, 1841, 1842, 
1855, 1856, 1857, 
1870, 1871, 1872, 


1363, 1364, 1365, 
1378, 1379, 1380, 
1393, 1394, 1395, 
1408, 1409, 1410, 
1423, 1424, 1425, 
1438, 1439, 1440, 
1453, 1454, 1455, 
1468, 1469, 1470, 
1483, 1484, 1485, 
1498, 1499, 1500, 
1513, 1514, 1515, 
1528, 1529, 1530, 
1543, 1544, 1545, 
1558, 1559, 1560, 
1573, 1574, 1575, 
1588, 1589, 1590, 
1603, 1604, 1605, 
1618, 1619, 1620, 
1633, 1634, 1635, 
1648, 1649, 1650, 
1663, 1664, 1665, 
1678, 1679, 1680, 
1693, 1694, 1695, 
1708, 1709, 1710, 
1723,' 1724, 1725, 
1738, 1739, 1740, 
1753, 1754, 1755, 
1768, 1769, 1770, 
1783, 1784, 1785, 
1798, 1799, 1800, 
1813, 1814, 1815, 
1828, 1829, 1830, 
1843, 1844, 1845, 
1858, 1859, 1860, 
1873, 1874, 1875, 


1366, 1367, 1368, 
1381, 1382, 1383, 
1396, 1397, 1398, 
1411, 1412, 1413, 
1426, 1427, 1428, 
1441, 1442, 1443, 
1456, 1457, 1458, 
1471, 1472, 1473, 
1486, 1487, 1488, 
1501, 1502, 1503, 
1516, 1517, 1518, 
1531, 1532, 1533, 
1546, 1547, 1548, 
1561, 1562, 1563, 
1576, 1577, 1578, 
1591, 1592, 1593, 
1606, 1607, 1608, 
1621, 1622, 1623, 
1636, 1637, 1638, 
1651, 1652, 1653, 
1666, 1667, 1668, 
1681, 1682, 1683, 
1696, 1697, 1698, 
1711, 1712, 1713, 
1726, 1727, 1728, 
1741, 1742, 1743, 
1756, 1757, 1758, 
1771, 1772, 1773, 
1786, 1787, 1788, 
1801, 1802, 1803, 
1816, 1817, 1818, 
1831, 1832, 1833, 
1846, 1847, 1848, 
1861, 1862, 1863, 
1876, 1877, 1878, 


1369, 1370, 1371, 

1384, 1385, 1386, 

1399, 1400, 1401, 

1414, 1415, 1416, 

1429, 1430, 1431, 

1444, 1445, 1446, 

1459, 1460, 1461, 

1474, 1475, 1476, 
« 

1489, 1490, 1491, 
1504, 1505, 1506, 
1519, 1520, 1521, 
1534, 1535, 1536, 
1549, 1550, 1551, 
1564, 1565, 1566, 
1579, 1580, isai, 
1594, 1595, 1596, 
1609, 1610, 1611, 
1624, 1625, 1626, 
1639, 1640, 1641, 
1654, 1655, 1656, 
1669, 1670, 1671, 
1684, 1685, 1686, 
1699, 1700, 1701, 
1714, 1715, 1716, 
1729, 1730, 1731, 
1744, 1745, 1746, 
1759, 1760, 1761, 
1774, 1775, 1776, 
1789, 1790, 1791, 
1804, 1805, 1806, 
1819, 1820, 1821, 
1834, 1835, 1836, 
1849, 1850, 1851, 
1864, 1865, 1866, 
1879, 1880, 1881, 


1372, 1373, 1374, 
1387, 1388, 1389, 
1402, 1403, 1404, 
1417, 1418, 1419, 
1432, 1433, 1434, 
1447, 1448, 1449, 
1462, 1463, 1464, 
1477, 1478, 1479, 
1492, 1493, 1494, 
1507, 1508, 1509, 
1522, 1523, 1524, 
1537, 1538, 1539, 
1552, 1553, 1554, 
1567, 1568, 1569, 
1582, 1583, 1584, 
1597, 1598, 1599, 
1612, 1613, 1614, 
1627, 1628, 1629, 
1642, 1643, 1644, 
1657, 1658, 1659, 
1672, 1673, 1674, 
1687, 1688, 1689, 
1702, 1703, 1704, 
1717, 1718, 1719, 
1732, 1733, 1734, 
1747, 1748, 1749, 
1762, 1763, 1764, 
1777, 1778, 1779, 
1792, 1793, 1794, 
1807, 1808, 1809, 
1822, 1823, 1824, 
1837, 1838, 1839, 
1852, 1853, 1854, 
1867, 1868, 1869, 
1882, 1883, 1884, 
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1885 , 1886 , 1887 , 1888 , 1889 , 
1900 , 1901 , 1902 , 1903 , 1904 , 
1915 , 1916 , 1917 , 1918 , 1919 , 
1930 , 1931 , 1932 , 1933 , 1934 , 
1945 , 1946 , 1947 , 1948 , 1949 , 
1960 , 1961 , 1962 , 1963 , 1964 , 
1975 , 1976 , 1977 , 1978 , 1979 , 
1990 , 1991 , 1992 , 1993 , 1994 , 
2005 , 2006 , 2007 , 2008 , 2009 , 
2020 , 2021 , 2022 , 2023 , 2024 , 
2035 , 2036 , 2037 , 2038 , 2039 , 
2050 , 2051 , 2052 , 2053 , 2054 , 
2065 , 2066 , 2067 , 2068 , 2069 , 
2080 , 2081 , 2082 , 2083 , 2084 , 
2095 , 2096 , 2097 , 2098 , 2099 , 
2110 , 2111 , 2112 , 2113 , 2114 , 
2125 , 2126 , 2127 , 2128 , 2129 , 
2140 , 2141 , 2142 , 2143 , 2144 , 
2155 , 2156 , 2157 , 2158 , 2159 , 
2170 , 2171 , 2172 , 2173 , 2174 , 
2185 , 2186 , 2187 , 2188 , 2189 , 
2200 , 2201 , 2202 , 2203 , 2204 , 
2215 , 2216 , 2217 , 2218 , 2219 , 
2230 , 2231 , 2232 , 2233 , 2234 , 
2245 , 2246 , 2247 , 2248 , 2249 , 
2260 , 2261 , 2262 , 2263 , 2264 , 
2275 , 2276 , 2277 , 2278 , 2279 , 
2290 , 2291 , 2292 , 2293 , 2294 , 
2305 , 2306 , 2307 , 2308 , 2309 , 
2320 , 2321 , 2322 , 2323 , 2324 , 
2335 , 2336 , 2337 , 2338 , 2339 , 
2350 , 2351 , 2352 , 2353 , 2354 , 
2365 , 2366 , 2367 , 2368 , 2369 , 
2380 , 2381 , 2382 , 2383 , 2384 , 
2395 , 2396 , 2397 , 2398 , 2399 ,: 


1890 , 1891 , 1892 , 1893 , 1894 , 
1905 , 1906 , 1907 , 1908 , 1909 , 
1920 , 1921 , 1922 , 1923 , 1924 , 
1935 , 1936 , 1937 , 1938 , 1939 , 
1950 , 1951 , 1952 , 1953 , 1954 , 
1965 , 1966 , 1967 , 1968 , 1969 , 
1980 , 1981 , 1982 , 1983 , 1984 , 
1995 , 1996 , 1997 , 1998 , 1999 , 
2010 , 2011 , 2012 , 2013 , 2014 , 
2025 , 2026 , 2027 , 2028 , 2029 , 
2040 , 2041 , 2042 , 2043 , 2044 , 
2055 , 2056 , 2057 , 2058 , 2059 , 
2070 , 2071 , 2072 , 2073 , 2074 , 
2085 , 2086 , 2087 , 2088 , 2089 , 
2100 , 2101 , 2102 , 2103 , 2104 , 
2115 , 2116 , 2117 , 2118 , 2119 , 
2130 , 2131 , 2132 , 2133 , 2134 , 
2145 , 2146 , 2147 , 2148 , 2149 , 
2160 , 2161 , 2162 , 2163 , 2164 , 
2175 , 2176 , 2177 , 2178 , 2179 , 
2190 , 2191 , 2192 , 2193 , 2194 , 
2205 , 2206 , 2207 , 2208 , 2209 , 
2220 , 2221 , 2222 , 2223 , 2224 , 
2235 , 2236 , 2237 , 2238 , 2239 , 
2250 , 2251 , 2252 , 2253 , 2254 , 
2265 , 2266 , 2267 , 2268 , 2269 , 
2280 , 2281 , 2282 , 2283 , 2284 , 
2295 , 2296 , 2297 , 2298 , 2299 , 
2330 , 2311 , 2312 , 2313 , 2314 , 
2325 , 2326 , 2327 , 2328 , 2329 , 
2340 , 2341 , 2342 , 2343 , 2344 , 
2355 , 2356 , 2357 , 2358 , 2359 , 
2370 , 2371 , 2372 , 2373 , 2374 , 
2385 , 2386 , 2387 , 2388 , 2389 , 
1400 , 2401 , 2402 , 2403 , 2404 , 


1895 , 1896 , 1897 , 1898 , 1899 , 
1910 , 1911 , 1912 , 1913 , 1914 , 
1925 , 1926 , 1927 , 1928 , 1929 , 
1940 , 1941 , 1942 , 1943 , 1944 , 
1955 , 1956 , 1957 , 1958 , 1959 , 
1970 , 1971 , 1972 , 1973 , 1974 , 
1985 , 1986 , 1987 , 1988 , 1989 , 
2000 , 2001 , 2002 , 2003 , 2004 , 
2015 , 2016 , 2017 , 2018 , 2019 , 
2030 , 2031 , 2032 , 2033 , 2034 , 
2045 , 2046 , 2047 , 2048 , 2049 , 
2060 , 2061 , 2062 , 2063 , 2064 , 
2075 , 2076 , 2077 , 2078 , 2079 , 
2090 , 2091 , 2092 , 2093 , 2094 , 
2105 , 2106 , 2107 , 2108 , 2109 , 
2120 , 2121 , 2122 , 2123 , 2124 , 
2135 , 2136 , 2137 , 2138 , 2139 , 
2150 , 2151 , 2152 , 2153 , 2154 , 
2165 , 2166 , 2167 , 2168 , 2169 , 
2180 , 2181 , 2182 , 2183 , 2184 , 
2195 , 2196 , 2197 , 2198 , 2199 , 
2210 , 2211 , 2212 , 2213 , 2214 , 
2225 , 2226 , 2227 , 2228 , 2229 , 
2240 , 2241 , 2242 , 2243 , 2244 , 
2255 , 2256 , 2257 , 2258 , 2259 , 
2270 , 2271 , 2272 , 2273 , 2274 , 
2285 , 2286 , 2287 , 2288 , 2289 , 
2300 , 2301 , 2302 , 2303 , 2304 , 
2315 , 2316 , 2317 , 2318 , 2319 , 
2330 , 2331 , 2332 , 2333 , 2334 , 
2345 , 2346 , 2347 , 2348 , 2349 , 
2360 , 2361 , 2362 , 2363 , 2364 , 
2375 , 2376 , 2377 , 2378 , 2379 , 
2390 , 2391 , 2392 , 2393 , 2394 , 
2405 , 2406 , 2407 , 2408 , 2409 , 
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2410, 2411, 2412, 2413, 2414, 2415, 2416, 2417, 2418, 2419, 2420, 2421, 2422, 2423, 2424, 
2425, 2426, 2427, 2428, 2429, 2430, 2431, 2432, 2433, 2434, 2435, 2436, 2437, 2438, 2439, 
2440, 2441, 2442, 2443, 2444, 2445, 2446, 2447, 2448, 2449, 2450, 2451, 2452, 2453, 2454, 
2455, 2456, 2457, 2458, 2459, 2460, 2461, 2462, 2463, 2464, 2465, 2466, 2467, 2468, 2469, 
2470, 2471, 2472, 2473, 2474, 2475, 2476, 2477, 2478, 2479, 2480, 2481, 2482, 2483, 2484, 
2485, 2486, 2487, 2488, 2489, 2490, 2491, 2492, 2493, 2494, 2495, 2496, 2497, 2498, 
2499,2500, 2501, 2502, 2503, 2504, 2505, 2506, 2507, 2508, 2509, 2510, 2511, 2512, 2513, 
2514, 2515, 2516, 2517, 2518, 2519, 2520, 2521, 2522, 2523, 2524, 2525, 2526, 2527, 2528, 
2529, 2530, 2531, 2532, 2533, 2534, 2535, 2536, 2537, 2538, 2539, 2540, 2541, 2542, 2543, 
2544, 2545, 2546, 2547, 2548, 2549, 2550, 2551, 2552, 2553, 2554, 2555, 2556, 2557„2558, 
2559, 2560, 2561, 2562, 2563, 2564, 2565, 2566, 2567, 2568, 2569, 2570, 2571, 2572, 
2573,2574, 2575, 2576, 2577, 2578, 2579,2580, 2581, 2583, 2007/2584, 2029/2585, 2028/2586, 
1912/2587, 160/2588, 291/2589(P), 1788/2590, 2057/2591, 1/2592, 12/2593, 22/2594, 
1550/2595,448/2596,449/2597,477/2598,125/2599,996/2600,762/2601,1235/2602,564/2603, 
1450/2604, 1499/2605, 2165/2606, 2165/2607, 42/2608, 1522/2609, 2123/2610, 2498/2611, 
2090/2612, 1521/2613, 1521/2614, 1521/2615, 1278/2616, 119/2617, 1456/2618, 69/2619, 
1519/2620, 2417/2621, 2073/2622, 2083/2623, 479/2624, 2122/2625, 1968/2626, 2144/2627, 
1570/2628, 1913/2629, 2089/2630, 1725/2631, 1074/2632, 2220/2633, 1778/2634, 583/2635, 
36/2636, 36/2637, 1467/2638, 1765/2639, 1765/2640, 1765/2641, 1765/2642, 1765/2643, 
1731/2644, 2007/2645, 2008/2646, 2013/2647, 2013/2648, 2577/2649, 2574/2650, 2574/2651, 
2574/2652, 2553/2653, 158/2654, 158/2655, 158/2656, 158/2657, 158/2658, 392/2659, 

1828/2660, 2113/2661, 2270/2662, 2272/2663, 2271/2664, 280/2665, 1191/2666, 162/2667, 

2369/2668, 2370/2669, 2368/2670, 576/2671, 787/2672, 1789/2673, 503/2674, 1314/2675, 

1315/2676, 2464/2677, 2287/2678, 384/2679, 384/2680, 148/2681, 1727/2682, 1557/2683, 

2572/2684, 2531/2685, 62/2686, 62/2687, 2156/2688, 2319/2689, 2246/2690, 2471/2691, 
191/2692, 2553/2693, 1028/2694, 2180/2695, 2358/2696, 1833/2697, 2025/2698, 1016/2699, 
1010/2700, 1008/2701, 520/2702, 1012/2703, 1016/2704, 1815/2705, 1816/2706, 1787/2707, 
425/2708, 2154/2709, 889/2710, 46/2711, 2553/2712, 2163/2713, 2193/2714, 2193/2715, 
2412/2716, 171/2717,1365/2718,270/2719, 452/2720,380/2721 3^7 32/2722. 


7. cT(|3Tra1er <HT3T (xjpf) # 3lfofcT 

1, 2,3, 4, 5, 6, 7,8, 9,10,11,12,13,14, 15,16, 17,18,19, 20,21, 22, 23, 24,25,26,27, 
28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38,39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 
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52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62,63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 
76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89,90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97,98,99, 
100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107,108,109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114,115, 116,117, 
118,119,120 3?R 83/121. 

8. ^rajsT "cjirar (3 trt) 3ifufcT fcj=Rt '^RctTi 


650, 651, 652, 656, 950, 951,952, 953, 954, 955, 956, 957, 958, 959, 960, 961, 962, 963, 
964, 965, 966, 967, 972, 973, 974, 975, 976, 977, 978, 979, 980, 981, 982, 983, 984, 985, 
986, 987, 988, 989, 990, 991, 992, 993, 994, 995, 1404, 978/5782, 979/5783, 1404/5785, 
984/5803, 9'56/6013, 956/6014 3?R 956/6015. 

9* cl^cHMIcrr <U I<H (sTRT) ^ 3TfufcT f^a^t 3Rt 

345, 346, 3^17, 348, 349, 350, 351, 352, 353, 354, 355, 356, 357, 358, 359, 360, 361, 362, 363, 

364, 365, 36 6, 367, 368, 369, 370, 371, 372, 373, 434, 450/989 3?R 434/1085. 


i o. isrcnp: ^rcfi?fcT grtcT (nt^t) 

5.<00 U<+>£? 


1 1 . f 5RTT 2T2RH cT vjRIcT (3TRl) 

3:5 6.1 0 TZcfoS 
^flcHl fcTcTIUT : - 

^sn cJ5: - ^T: - DT: ™ FT : - DJT3T cggsil ailcgc)| ife-ill 3?|R 

^g^cHMIel ^ f^TGTcR'Rr ^ HTJOT cjhclSV Tgf%^TRTTcTT ^ geJTu£)2 

&lcr>^ 1 JJGTZcft g|? f§Tg ‘RfT’ W HgrJcft % ;-5VTc& WR krilci 

^ 3 8 3 ^Iwft RltdFTT ^ THeT DU3T ^^pTOTcT cfr tcTTS 

434 cf3 3 ccT£ 1 TJcf ^f^T^fl' ^ gjoRcft gg fcfg ‘ZY[’ VRZ 

Tg^cTl ^ | c\ | HI gcff £)cJR f§fg 

TT? fsTcTcfl % oft <JTT3T 3Hlcd,0||T^>^II uft Ol'cH Ucf g;3TTg# 

: ?Tjf§TcT cj^r eJ3 % I 

^fTT FT: - <3 - VJ: - fcfg £ ET JTR04 f^RTT ^TZf^TcT 

cj§t gcff '^ftaTT ojrjRxft g^ fijg cicf? ^ crrer 

f^RTT RT 2f^TcT cRT c£ Lff^ERT Ucj 3ld-|l cRU5 ggdl g^ 

fcRTT ^'iRf^TcT cRT 3T gjgRTTt g^ f§fg ‘rT’ CT? f^TeTcfT % Ult DJT3T 

^ITcfl^g? fcRTT ^Rf^TcT URTcT FRT f^RTT TXTRT cJ5T gl^GTcRRT xSTOTT 
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^srr to - ts : - to - ^ 

285 45 46 47 ?^ '-did.- ?T 272 
^TTO? TOTS ?T 51 271 53 

3-dHcj^ cJTST toTTS ?T 306 ^ 

gl l cfirirfg ^ '-did,' ?T 32 9 ^ 

3?H<& gIT? ^5TT tJ]J3T TOTO?^ 

^TcJT? flfg ‘TO TO MgrjcT] 1 


cfc 


?t yr?or to? tots ?f 

3 9 38 ^ ?fl<HI ?t 

75 77 78 311 ^ ^JdTcft % 

^ ?tct gU 4 HcH 

£)cb? f§jg ‘g’ IT? M§^1 ell % UcT 
LcHIS ?T 2194 2196 1 870 ^ 


_ 3jf; — : — * f§jg ‘d’ ?f 3ccT? TOl 3-Pl ? <g£> TO? 1| ^TTS 

^ 18 7 0 2173 2181 ?^ ?fd?cft % 3?!? fTO? ^-rf^TOdH 3 ^ - 

TO? Len d: ?t 18 7 0 ?^ ?tTO? '-did. ?T 18 7 4 cjot 

;jft3TT ?t TOJT TO? TOTd; ?T 1877 1876 1848 1 849 ?f 

igoTCcft % 3?T^ TOd TOd ?f 1837 Id 1836 ^ ^TT 

c£ ^TTST eClcft gif fTO? '-did. ?T 1831 1739 1740 1747 

1746 1748 1727 1726 1692 1690 1689 1686 ?t 

cjo^cft % 3xMcj~> 


5^ ?ld> TO Ldd 7T 1785 TOT TOT? TOTxft ^ cTT^T 

"J 760 c£t Ijcff ?ftdr ?t <gd?cf|- g# ^trt^toto^ ^ TOd 

739 738 735 ^ 3Jd?cft % 3fr? .^Ts^ll^lldl TOT M1? 

TO? fdHdcft % 3xlHcn> <s| Id ^xSTT <JIT3T cfD|cixiTl<£)M 

807 808 809 800 ^ ^gTO?cft gl? <3 J’ ^ 


<^dxicft 

TOTd ?T 

1ST 740 

TO? fc^g 
« 

TOTS ?T _ ^ 

f^Tcft % dt UTTO cfri3?flc£Vq ~ 3?t? I3te^41 TOT TTT^TT ?ftdT % I 

^5fr ; 3T - ST: - t^ig TO ^ ^TTO? ^STT 44I«H $d>ld,cl£|of| 

c£ i-d TS ?f 204 205 206 20 9 210 213 193 192 

187 184 171 150 132 137 138 140 141 8 7 

338 8 5 8 4 ?^ gif f?i<JISl d'W '-did, ?T 312 TOT 

W TO?cft % 3?t? TO TO rarest % T5Tt •'5JT3T 

UcT d^l gx> ~ Tt^raTcT cT5T cf5T TTT^IT ^3TT % I 


^STT 3: - l^ig "d J ^ ^TfTT dilg? ^re^TcT TO ^ 

^d^cD g# rag c d?’ W qgrlcfl % dFft <JTW TOf5^ 

3?tZ d^lgxT TT^raTcT TOT TO fTOTTOTdf TO % I 


^®rr *3* - ‘zp' - rag ^ ^stt 4iidi cgd^gr mtiic tt 
97 2 -qflTOft 3?t? 3ccT^t eTld-ll ^ ^vxRcft g^ TOTC 7T 
973 974 967 963 650 958 652 656 952 951 

9 5 0 9 9 3 9 9 5 ^ tgd’dcfl ^ 'ddco cild f^t^T^T ultZ '-die 
^j" 1404 ^ 3ccT^t ra^cTTTT ^ tgdxicf! % 3?)V ^TO? f^t^TST 

cpt ITT? TO? feH<JISI oft? cfc ^ 6lTO? rag 

‘cfs’ to fdHdcff % dt fro yrjfwro rag ^ I 

[Tpi, ^f, sik- 4301 5/6/2003- T ft ®IR s^^JJ 

irq, 3T^T 
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Ministry of Coal 

New Delhi, the 11th January, 2007 

S. 0.155. — Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Coal, 
S.O. 2671 dated 15.10.2004, issued under sub-section (i) of section 7 of Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act. 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) and 
published in the Gazette of India, in part-II, section-3, sub-section (ii) dated the 23rd October , 
2004, the Central Government gave notice of its intention to acquire lands and rights in the locality 
specified in the Schedule appended to that notification. 

And whereas the competent authority, in pursuance of section 8 of the said Act. has made his 
report to the Central Government: 

And whereas the Central Government, after considering the report aforesaid, and after re¬ 
consulting tire Government of Orissa is satisfied that the land measuring 2527.46 acres 
(approximately) or 1022.85 hectares (approximately) described in the Schedule appended hereto, 
should be acquired. 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub- section (i) of section 9 of the Coal 
Bearing Areas (Acquisition & Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), the Central Government 
hereby declares that the land measuring 2527.46 acres ( approximately) or 1022.85 hectares 
(approximately) described in the said schedule are hereby acquired in all rights. 

The plan bearing number MCL/SAMB/CGM (Coiporate Planning and Project)/ 
Gopalprasad 706/ 02 dated 03.04.2006 of the area covered by this notification may be inspected in 
the office of the Collector, Angul. (Orissa) or in the office of the Coal Controller, 1, Council House 
Street. Kolkata, or in the office of the Mahanadi Coalfields Limited (Corporate Planning and 
Project Deptt.), Jagriti Vihar, P.O- Jagriti Vihar, Burla, Dist. Sambalpur - 768020 (Orissa). 

Schedule 

Gopalprasad frVesf)Block, 

Talcher Coalfields (Hingula Area), 

District: Angul (Orissa) 

All Rights 


Sl.No 

Name of the village 

Name of the Police 

Station with number. 

Tehsil 

District 

Area in acrs 

Remarks. 

01. 

Balichandrapur 

Jarapada 

67 

Chhendipada 

Angul 

225.99 

Part 

02. 

Pirakhaman 

Jarapada 

66 

Chhendipada 

Angul 

246.15 

Full 

03. 

Chhotaberini 

Jarapada 

64 

Chhendipada 

Angul 

173.78 

^art 

04. 

Kankarei 

Jarapada 

65 

Chhendipada 

Angul 

733.67 

jPart 

05. 

Kaunshidhipa 

Jarapada 

63 

Chhendipada 

Angul 

8.93 1 

Part 

06. 

Bhalugadia 

Colliery 

01 

Talcher 

Angul 

653.29 

Part 

_1 

07. 

Baghuabola 

Collier> ; 

02 

Talcher 

Angul 

40.73 

Full 

— u - 
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08. 

Kumunda 

Kaniha 119 

Talcher 

Angul 

63.5 

Part 

09. 

Kusumapal 

Colliery 03 

Talcher 

Angul 


Part 

10. 

Jaipur Protected 

forest 

Chhendipada 


Angul 

5.0 

Part 

11. 

Nisa Protected forest 

Jarapada 


Angul 

356.10 

Part | 

1 

rotal area 

(approx): 

2527.46 acres or 

1022.85 hectares 


Plot numbers acquired in different villages: 

X. Plots numbers acquired in village Balichandrapur (Part). 


1,2, 3,4, 5, 6, 7,8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,21,22,23,24,25, 26, 27, 28,29, 30, 


31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45(P), 46(P), 47(P), 51(P), 52, 53(P), 75(P), 76, 
77(P), 78(P), 76/269, 36/271(P), 39/272(P), 46/273, 46/274, 35/284, 26/288, 36/291, 33/292, 15/297, 
177/306, 177/311(P), 177/3 29(P). 


2. Plots numbers acquired in village Pirakhaman (Full) 

1,2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,21,22, 23,24, 25, 26,27, 28, 29, 30, 

31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 

58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 


85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 
109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 
129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 104/134, 103/135, 110/136, 130/137, 9/138, 2/139, 132/140, 132/141, 
127/192, 127/193, 127/194, 127/195, 127/196, 127/197, 127/198, 127/199, 127/200, 127/201, 
127/202, 127/203, 127/212, 127/216. 


03. Plots numbers acquired in village Chhotaberini (Part) 

84(P), 85(P), 87(P), 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 

107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 

127, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132(P), 137(P), 138(P), 140(P), 141(P), 150(P), 171(P), 172, 173, 174, 175, 

176, 177, 178, 179, 180, 181, 182, 183, 184(P), 187(P), 188, 189, 190, 191, 192(P), 193(P), 204(P), 

205(P), 206(P), 207, 208, 209(P), 210(P),213(P), 214, 215, 216, 217, 218, 219, 220, 221, 222, 223, 
224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237, 238, 239, 240, 241, 242, 243, 

244, 245, 246, 247, 248, 249, 250, 251, 252, 253, 254, 255, 256, 257, 258, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 

264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 269, 270, 271, 272, 273, 274, 275, 276, 277, 278, 279, 280, 281, 282, 283, 

284, 285, 286, 287, 288, 289, 290, 291, 292, 293, 294, 295, 296, 297, 298, 299, 300, 301, 302, 303, 

304, 305, 306, 271/311, 84/312, 88/323, 204/325. 229/334, 229/335, 297/336, 296/337, 85/338(P), 
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270/339, 92/341. 243/345, 243/346. 234/347,272/348, 285/349, 278/350, 278/351, 109/352, 91/353, 
249/355, 249/356. 100/357. 221/359. 97/363, 251/365, 234/366. 296/367, 222/368, 223/36'9,268/370. 

4. Plots numbers acquired in village Kankarei (Part) 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6. 7. 8, 9. 10, 11, 12, 13. 14. 15. 16, 17. 18, 19, 20. 21. 22. 23. 24. 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 

31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37. 38, 39. 40. 41.42. 43, 44. 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 

58, 59, 60, 61, 62. 63. 64, 65, 66, 67, 68. 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 


85, 86. 87, 88. 89. 90, 91,92, 93, 9 

109, 110, 111. 112. 113, 114, 115, 

129, 130, 131. 132. 133. 134, 135. 

149, 150. 151. 152. 153. 154. 155. 

169, 170, 171. 172. 173. 174. 175. 

189, 190. 191. 192. 193, 194. 195, 

209. 210, 211. 212. 213. 214, 215. 

229, 230. 231. 232, 233, 234. 235. 

249. 250. 251, 252. 253, 254. 255. 

269, 270, 271. 272, 273. 274. 275. 

289, 290, 291, 292, 293. 294. 295. 

309, 310, 31 1, 312. 313, 314. 315. 

329, 330, 331, 332. 333, 334. 3.35. 

349, 350, 351, 352, .353, 354. 355. 

369, 370, 371, 372. 373. 374, 375, 

389, 390, 391, 392. 393. 394, 395. 

409, 410, 411, 412, 413, 414, 415. 
429, 430. 431. 432, 433. 434, 435. 

449. 450. 451. 452. 453. 454. 455, 

469, 470, 471, 472, 473. 474. 475. 

489. 490. 491. 492, 493. 494. 495. 

509, 510, 511. 512, 513, 514. 515. 

529. 530. 531. 532, 533. 534, 535. 

549, 550, 551. 552. 553. 554.. 555, 

569. 570. 571. 572. 573, 574. 575. 

589. 590. 591. 592, 593. 594, 595. 

609. 610, 611. 612. 613 614, 615. 


4. 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101. 

116. 117, 118, 119, 120, 121. 

136. 137, 138. 139. 140, 141, 

156. 157, 158. 159, 160, 161. 

176. 177. 178, 179. 180. 181. 

196. 197, 198, 199, 200. 201, 

216. 217, 218. 219. 220. 221. 

236. 237. 238, 239, 240. 241. 

256. 257, 258, 259, 260, 261. 

276. 277, 278, 279, 280. 281. 

296. 297. 298, 299. 300, 301. 

316. 317, 318, 319, 320, 321. 

336. 337. 338, 339, 340, 341, 

356. 357, 358, 359, 360, 361. 

376. 377. 378. 379. 380, 381, 

396. 397. 398. 399, 400. 401. 

416. 417. 418, 419, 420, 421, 
436. 437, 438, 439, 440. 441. 

456. 457, 458, 459, 460, 461. 

476. 477, 478, 479, 480. 481. 

496. 497, 498, 499, 500, 501. 

516. 517, 518, 519, 520. 521. 

536. 537. 538, 539, 540, 541. 

556. 557, 558, 559, 560, 561, 

576. 577. 578, 579, 580. 581. 

596. 597, 598, 599, 600, 601 

616. 617, 618, 619, 620, 621. 


102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 

122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 

142. 143, 144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 

162. 163. 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 

182. 183.184, 185. 186, 187, 188, 

202. 203, 204. 205, 206, 207, 208, 

222. 223. 224, 225. 226, 227, 228, 

242, 243. 244, 245, 246. 247, 248, 

262. 263, 264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 

282. 283. 284. 285, 286, 287, 288. 

302. 303, 304. 305, 306, 307, 308. 

322. 323, 324, 325, 326, 327, 328. 

342. 343. 344, 345, 346, 347, 348, 

362. 363. 364, 365, 366, 367, 368, 

382, 383. 384, 385, 386, 387, 388, 

402. 403. 404. 405, 406, 407, 408. 

422. 423. 424, 425, 426, 427, 428, 
442, 443. 444, 445, 446, 447, 448, 

462. 463, 464, 465, 466, 467, 468. 

482. 483, 484, 485, 486, 487, 488, 

502, 503. 504, 505, 506, 507, 508, 

522. 523, 524, 525, 526, 527, 528, 

542, 543, 544, 545, 546, 547, 548, 

562. 563. 564, 565, 566, 567, 568. 

582. 583. 584, 585. 586, 587. 588. 

. 602, 603,604', 605, 606, 607. 608, 

622. 623. 624, 625, 626, 627, 628, 
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629, 630, 631, 632, 633, 634, 635, 636, 637, 638, 639, 640, 641, 642, 643, 644, 645, 646, 647, 648, 

649, 650, 651, 652, 653, 654, 655, 656, 657, 658, 659, 660, 661, 662, 663, 664, §65, 666, 667, 668. 

669, 670, 671, 672, 673, 674, 675, 676, 677, 678, 679, 680, 681, 682, 683, 684, 685,686, 687, 688 

689, 690, 691, 692, 693, 694, 695, 696, 697, 698, 699, 700, 701, 702, 703, 704, 705, 706, 707, 708, 

709, 710, 711, 712, 713, 714, 715, 716, 717, 718, 719, 720, 721, 722, 723, 724, 725, 726, 727,728(P), 
735(P), 738(P), 739(P), 740(P), 741, 742, 743, 744, 745, 746,-747(P), 748(P), 749, 750, 751, 752, 753, 
754, 755, 756, 757, 758, 759, 760, 761, 762, 763, 764, 765, 766, 767, 768, 769, 770, 771, 772, 773, 

774, 775, 776, 777, 778, 779, 780, 781, 782, 783, 784, 785, 786, 787, 788, 789, 790, 791, 792, 793, 

794, 795, 796, 797, 798,799, 800, 801, 802, 803, 804, 805, 806, 807, 808, 809, 810, 811, 812, 813, 
814, 815, 816, 817, 818, 819, 820, 821, 822, 823, 824, 825, 826, 827,828, 829, 830, 831, 832, 833, 
834, 835, 836, 837, 838, 839, 840, 841, 842, 843, 844, 845, 846, 847, 848, 849, 850, 851, 852, 853, 

854, 855, 856, 857, 858, 859, 860, 861, 862, 863, 864, 865, 866, 867, 868, 869, 870, 871, 872, 873, 

874, 875, 876, 877, 878, 879, 880, 881, 882, 883, 884, 885, 886, 887, 888, 889, 890, 891, 892, 893, 

894, 895, 896, 897, 898, 899, 900, 901, 902, 903, 904, 905, 906, 907, 908, 909, 910, 911, 912, 913, 

914, 915; 916, 917, 918, 919, 920, 921, 922, 923, 924, 925, 926, 927, 928, 929, 930, 931, 932, 933. 

934, 935, 936, 937, 938, 939, 940, 941, 942 943,944, 945, 946, 947, 948, 949, 950, 951, 952, 953, 954 
955, 956, 957, 958, 959, 960, 961, 962, 963, 964, 965, 966, 967, 968, 969, 970, 971, 972, 973, 974, 

975, 976, 977, 978, 979, 980, 981, 982, 983, 984, 985, 986, 987, 988, 989, 990, 991, 992, 993, 994, 

995, 996, 997, 998, 999, 1000, 1001, 1002, 1003, 1004, 1005, 1006, 1007, 1008, 1009, 1010, 1011 
1012, 1013,'1014, 1015, 1016, 1017, 1018, 1019, 1020, 1021, 1022, 1023, 1024, 1025, 1026, 1027, 
1028, 1029, 1030, 1031, 1032, 1033, 1034, 1035, 1036, 1037, 1038, 1039, 1040, 1041, 1042,' 1043, 

1044, 1045, 1046, 1047, 1048, 1049, 1050, 1051, 1052, 1053, 1054, 1055, 1056, 1057, 1058, 1059, 

1060, 1061, 1062, 1063, 1064, 1065, 1066, 1067, 1068, 1069, 1070, 1071, 1072, 1073, 1074, 1075, 

1076, 1077, 1078, 1079, 1080, 1081, 1082, 1083, 1084, 1085, 1086, 1087, 1088, 1089, 1090, 1091, 

1092, 1093, 1094, 1095, 1096, 1097, 1098, 1099, 1100, 1101, 1102, 1103, 1104, 1105, 1106, 1107, 

1108, 1109, 1110, 1111, 1112, 1113, 1114, 1115, 1116, 1117, 1118, 1119, 1120, 1121, 1122, 1123. 

1124, 1125, 1126, 1127, 1128, 1129, 1130, 1131, 1132, 1133, 1134, 1135, 1136, 1137, 1138,. 1139. 

1140, 1141, 1142, 1143, 1144, 1145, 1146, 1147, 1148, 1149, 1150, 1151, 1152, 1153, 1154; 1155 

1156, 1157, 1158, 1159, 1160, 1161, 1162, 1163, 1164, 1165, 1166, 1167, 1168, 1169, 1170, 1171, 

1172, 1173, 1174, 1175, 1176, 1177, 1178, 1179, 1180, 1181, 1182, 1183, 1184, 1185, 1186, 1187, 

1188, 1189, 1190, 1191, 1192, 1193, 1194, 1195, 1196, 1197, 1198, 1199, 1200, 1201, 1202, 1203, 

1204, 1205, 1206, 1207, 1208, 1209, 1210, 1211, 1212, 1213, 1214, 1215, 1216, 1217, 1218, 1219, 

1220, 1221, 1222, 1223, 1224, 1225, 1226, 1227, 1228, 1229, 1230, 1231, 1232, 1233, 1234, 1235, 

1236, 1237, 1238, 1239, 1240, 1241, 1242, 1243, 1244, 1245, 1246, 1247, 1248, 1249, 1250. 1251. 


83 G1/07—5 





286 


THE GAZETTE OP INDIA: JANUARY 20,2007/PAUSA30,1928 


[Pari II— Sec. 3(ii>] 


1252, 1253, 1254, 1255, 1256, 1257, 1258, 1259, 1260, 1261, 1262, 1263, 1264, 1265, 1266, 1267, 

1268, 1269, 1270, 1271, 1272, 1273, 1274, 1275, 1276, 1277, 1278, 1279, 1280, 1281, 1282, 1283, 

1284, 1285, 1286, 1287, 1288, 1289, 1290, 1291, 1292, 1293, 1294, 1295, 1296, 1297, 1298, 1299, 

1300, 1301, 1302, 1303, 1304, 1305, 1306, 1307, 1308, 1309, 1310, 1311, 1312, 1313, 1314, 1315, 

1316,.1317, 1318, 1319, 1320, 1321, 1322, 1323, 1324, 1325, 1326, 1327, 1328, 1329, 1330, 1331, 

1332, 1333, 1334, 1335, 1336, 1337, 1338, 1339, 1340, 1341, 1342, 1343, 1344, 1345, 1346, 1347, 

1348, 1349, 1350, 1351, 1352, 1353, 1354, 1355, 1356, 1357, 1358, 1359, 1360, 1361, 1362, 1363, 

1364, 1365, 1366, 1367, 1368, 1369, 1370, 1371, 1372, 1373, 1374, 1375, 1376, 1377, 1378, 1379, 

1380, 1381, 1382, 1383, 1384, 1385, 1386, 1387, 1388, 1389, 1390, 1391, 1392, 1393, 1394, 1395, 

1396, 1397, 1398, 1399, 1400, 1401, 1402, 1403, 1404, 1405, 1406, 1407, 1408, 1409, 1410, 1411, 

1412, 1413, 1414, 1415, 1416, 1417, 1418, 1419, 1420, 1421, 1422, 1423, 1424, 1425, 1426, 1427, 

1428, 1429, 1430, 1431, 1432, 1433, 1434, 1435, 1436, 1437, 1438, 1439, 1440, 1441, 1442, 1443, 

1444, 1445, 1446, 1447, 1448, 1449, 1450, 1451, 1452, 1453, 1454, 1455, 1456, 1457, 1458, 1459, 

1460, 1461, 1462, 1463, 1464, 1465, 1466, 1467, 1468, 1469, 1470, 1471, 1472, 1473, 1474, 1475, 

1476, 1477, 1478, 1479, 1480, 1481, 1482, 1483, 1484, 1485, 1486, 1487, 1488, 1489, 1490, 1491, 

1492, 1493, 1494, 1495, 1496, 1497, 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501, 1502, 1503, 1504, 1505, 1506, 1507, 

1508, 1509, 1510, 1511, 1512, 1513, 1514, 1515, 1516, 1517, 1518, 1519, 1520, 1521, 1522, 1523, 

1524, 1525, 1526, 1527, 1528, 1529, 1530, 1531, 1532, 1533, 1534, 1535, 1536, 1537, 1538, 1539, 

1540, 1541, 1542, 1543, 1544, 1545, 1546, 1547, 1548, 1549, 1550, 1551, 1552, 1553, 1554, 1555, 

1556, 1557,-1558, 1559, 1560, 1561, 1562, 1563, 1564, 1565, 1566, 1567, 1568, 1569, 1570, 1571, 

1572, 1573, 1574, 1575, 1576, 1577, 1578, 1579, 1580, 1581, 1582, 1583, 1584, 1585, 1586, 1587, 

1588, 1589, 1590, 1591, 1592, 1593, 1594, 1595, 1596, 1597, 1598, 1599, 1600, 1601, 1602, 1603, 

1604, 1605, 1606, 1607, 1608, 1609, 1610, 1611, 1612, 1613, 1614, 1615, 1616, 1617, 1618, 1619, 

1620, 1621, 1622, 1623, 1624, 1625, 1626, 1627, 1628, 1629, 1630, 1631, 1632, 1633, 1634,1635, 
1636, 1637,*1638, 1639, 1640, 1641, 1642, 1643, 1644, 1645, 1646, 1647, 1648, 1649, 1650, 1651, 


1652, 1653, 1654, 1655, 1656, 1657, 1658, 1659, 1660, 1661, 1662, 1663, 1664, 1665, 1666, 1667, 
1668, 1669, 1670, 1671, 1672. 1673, 1674, 1675, 1676, 1677, 1678. 1679, 1680, 1681, 1682, 1683. 

1684, 1685, 1686(P), 1689(P), 1690(P), 1691(P), 1692(P), 1726(P), 1727(P), 1728, 1729, 1730, 1731, 
1732, 1733, 1734, 1735, 1736, 1737, 1738, 1739(P), 1740(P), 1743, 1744, 1745, 1746(P), 1747(P), 

1748(P), 1760(P), 1829, 1830, 1831(P), 1837(P), 1848(P), 1849(P), 1850, 1851, 1852, 1853, 1854, 
1855, 1856, 1857, 1858, 1859, 1860, 1861, 1862, 1863, 1864, 1865, 1866, 1867, 1868, 1869, 1870(P), 
1871, 1872, 1873, 1874,1875, 1876(F), !877(P), 26/1942, 83/1943, 595/1944, 607/1945, 607/1946, 
850/1947, 1031/1948, 1024/1949, 757/1950, 1524/1951, 598/1952. 946/1953, 334/1954, 83/1955, 
1417/1957, 465/1958,1521/1959, 295/1963, 1674/1964, 1674/1965, 1673/1966, 1676/1971, 
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89/1972, 495/1973, 774/1974, 60/1976, 60/1977, 62/1978, 624/1979, 783/1980, 685/1981, 63/1982, 
94/1983, 1866/1990, 38/1993, 61/1994, 1384/1996, 1680/2001, 221/2003, 1246/2004, 83/2005, 
60/2006, 1417/2007, 780/2008, 498/2009, 241/2010, 1392/2011, 246/2012, 282/2013, 1105/2016, 
778/2017, 1865/2018, 330/2019, 334/2020, 543/2022, 552/2023, 500/2024, 199/2025, 557/2026, 
1870/2173(P), 1870/2176, 1870/2177, 1870/2178, 1870/2179, 1870/2180, 1870/2181 (P), 1870/2182, 
1870/2183, 1870/2184, 1870/2194(P), 1870/2195, 1870/2196(P). 


5, Plots numbers acquired in village Kaunsidhipa (Part) 

800(P), 801, 802, 803, 804, 805, 806(P), 807(P), 808(P), 809(P). 


6. Plots numbers acquired in villag e Bhalueadia (Parti 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 

31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 

58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 

85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 

109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 

129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 134, 135, 136, 137, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 

149, 150, 151, 152, 153, 154, 155, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 163, 1*4, 165, 166, 167, 168, 

169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179, 180, 181, 182, 183,184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 

189, 190, 191, 192, 193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 200, 201, 202, 203, 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 

209, 210, 211, 212, 213, 214, 215, 216, 217, 218, 219, 220, 221, 222, 223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 

229, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237, 238, 239, 240, 241, 242, 243, 244, 245, 246, 247, 248, 

249, 250, 251, 252, 253, 254, 255, 256, 257, 258, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 

269, 270, 271, 272, 273, 274, 275, 276, 277, 278, 279, 280, 281, 282, 283, 284, 285, 286, 287, 288, 

289, 290, 291, 292, 293, 294, 295, 296, 297, 298, 299, 300, 301, 302, 303, 304, 305, 306, 307, 308, 

309, 310, 311, 312, 313, 314, 315, 316, 317, 318, 319, 320, 321, 322, 323, 324, 325, 326, 327, 328, 

329, 330, 331, 332, 333, 334, 335, 336, 337, 338, 339, 340, 341, 342, 343, 344, 345, 346, 347, 348, 

349, 350, 351, 352, 353, 354, 355, 356, 357, 358, 359, 360, 361, 362, 363, 364, 365, 366, 367, 368, 

369, 370, 371, 372, 373, 374, 375, 376, 377, 378, 379, 380, 381, 382, 383, 384, 385, 386, 387, 388, 

389, 390, 391, 392, 393, 394, 395, 396, 397, 398, 399, 400, 401, 402, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407, 408, 
409, 410, 411, 412, 413, 414, 415, 416, 417, 418, 419, 420, 421, 422, 423, 424, 425, 426, 427, 428, 

429, 430, 431, 432, 433, 434, 435, 436, 437, 438, 439, 440, 441, 442, 443, 444, 445, 446, 447, 448, 

449, 450, 451, 452, 453, 454, 455, 456, 457, 458, 459, 460, 461, 462, 463, 464, 465, 466, 467, 468, 

469, 470, 471, 472, 473, 474, 475, 476, 477, 478, 479, 480, 481, 482, 483, 484, 485, 486, 487, 488, 

489, 490, 491, 492, 493, 494, 495, 496, 497, 498, 499, 500, 501, 502, 503, 504, 505, 506, 507, 508, 
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509, 510, 511, 512, 513, 514, 515, 516, 517, 518, 519, 520, 521, 522. 523. 524, 525, 526, 527, 528, 
529, 530, 531, 532, 533, 534, 535, 536, 537, 538, 539, 540, 541, 542, 543, 544, 545, 546, 547, 548. 
549, 550, 551, 552, 553, 554, 555, 556, 557, 558, 559, 560, 561, 562. 563. 564, 565, 566, 


567,568, 569, 570, 571, 572, 573, 574, 575, 576, 577, 578, 579, 580, 581, 582, 583, 584, 585, 586, 
587, 588, 589, 590, 591, 592, 593, 594, 595, 596, 597, 598, 599, 600, 601, 602. 603, 604, 605, 606, 
607, 608, 609, 610, 611, 612, 613, 614, 615, 616, 617, 618, 619. 620. 621. 622, 623. 624. 625, 626 

t ' ' 1 

627, 628, 629, 630, 631, 632, 633, 634, 635, 636, 637, 638, 639, 640, 641, 642, 643, 644, 645, 646, 
647, 648, 649, 650, 651, 652, 653, 654. 655, 656, 657, 658, 659, 660. 661, 662, 663, 664, 665, 666, 
667, 668, 669, 670, 671, 672, 673, 674, 675, 676, 677, 678, 679, 680. 681. 682, 683, 684, 685, 686, 
687, 688, 689, 690, 691, 692, 693, 694, 695, 696, 697, 698, 699. 700, 701, 702, 703, 704, 705, 706, 
707, 708, 709, 710, 711, 712, 713, 714, 715, 716, 717, 718, 719, 720, 721. 722, 723, 724, 725, 726, 
727, 728, 729, 730, 731, 732, 733, 734, 735, 736, 737, 738, 739, 740, 741, 742, 743, 744, 745, 746, 
747, 748, 749, 750, 751, 752, 753, 754, 755, 756, 757, 758, 759, 760. 761, 762, 763, 764, 765, 766, 
767, 768, 769, 770, 771, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776, 777, 778, 779. 780, 781. 782, 783, 784, 785, 786. 
787, 788, 789, 790, 791, 792, 793, 794, 795, 796, 797, 798,799. 800. 801, 802, 803. 804, 805, 806. 
807, 808, 809, 810, 811, 812, 813, 814. 815, 816, 817, 818, 819. 820, 821. 822, 823. 824, 825, 826, 
827,828, 829, 830, 831, 832, 833, 834, 835, 836, 837, 838, 839. 840, 841, 842, 843, 844, 845, 846, 
847, 848, 849, 850, 851, 852, 853, 854, 855, 856, 857, 858, 859. 860. 861, 862, 863, 864, 865, 866. 
867, 868, 869, 870, 871, 872, 873, 874, 875, 876, 877, 878, 879, 880, 881, 882, 883, 884, 885, 886. 
887, 888, 889, 890, 891, 892, 893, 894, 895, 896, 897, 898, 899, 900, 901, 902, 903, 904, 905, 906, 
907, 908, 909, 910, 911, 912, 913, 914, 915, 916, 917, 918, 919, 920, 921, 922, 923, 924, 925, 926, 
927, 928, 929, 930, 931, 932, 933, 934, 935, 936, 937, 938, 939, 940, 941,942 943,944, 945, 946, 947, 
948, 949, 950, 951, 952, 953, 954, 955, 956, 957, 958, 959, 960, 961, 962, 963, 964, 965, 966, 967, 
968, 969, 970, 971, 972, 973, 974, 975, 976, 977, 978, 979, 980, 981, 982. 983, 984, 985, 986, 987, 
988, 989, 990, 991, 992, 993, 994, 995, 996, 997, 998, 999, 1000, 1001, 1002, 1003, 1004, 1005, 1006. 
1007, 1008, 1009, 1010, 1011, 1012, 1013,1014, 1015, 1016, 1017, 1018, 1019, 1020, 1021, 1022, 


1023, 1024, 

1039, 1040, 

1055, 1056, 

1071, 1072, 

1087, 1088, 
1103, 1104, 

1119, 1120, 

1135, 1136, 


1025, 1026, 

1041, 1042, 

1057, 1058, 

1073, 1074, 

1089, 1090, 
1105, 1106, 

1121, 1122, 

1137, 1138, 


1027, 1028. 

1043, 1044. 

1059, 1060, 

1075, 1076, 

1091, 1092, 
1107, 1108, 

1123, 1124, 

1139, 1140, 


1029, 1030, 

1045, 1046, 

1061, 1062, 

1077, 1078, 

1093, 1094, 
1109, 1.110, 

1125, 1126, 

1141, 1142, 


1031, 1032, 1033. 
1047, 1048, 1049, 
1063, 1064, 1065, 
1079, 1080, 1081, 

1095, 1096, 1097, 
1111, m2, 1113, 

1127, 1128, 1129, 

1143, 1144, 1145, 


1034. 1035, 
1050, 1051, 
1066, 1067, 
1082, 1083, 

1098, 1099, 
1114, 1113, 

1130, 1131, 

1146, 1147, 


1036, 1037, 1038, 
1052, 1053, 1054, 
1068, 1069, 1070, 
1084, 1085, 1086, 

1100, 1101, 1102, 
illo, 1H7, 1118, 

1132, 1133, 1134, 

1148, 1149, 1150, 
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1151, 1152, 1153, 1154, 1155, 1156, 1157, 1158, 

1167, 1168, 1169, 1170, 1171, 1172, 1173, 1174, 

1183, 1184, 1185, 1186, 1187. 1188, 1189, 1190, 

1199, 1200, 1201, 1202, 1203, 1204, 1205, 1206, 

1215, 1216, 1217, 1218, 1219, 1220, 1221, 1222, 

1231, 1232, 1233, 1234, 1235, 1236, 1237, 1238, 

1247, 1248, 1249, 1250, 1251, 1252, 1253, 1254, 

1263.. 1264, 1265,1266, 1267. 1268, 1269, 1270, 
1279, 1280, 1281, 1282, 1283, 1284, 1285, 1286, 

1295, 1296, 1297, 1298, 1299, 1300, 1301, 1302, 

1311. 1312. 1313, 1314, 1315, 1316, 1317, 1318, 

1327. 1328, 1329, 1330, 1331, 1332. 1333, 1334, 

1343. 1344, 1345. 1346, 1347, 1348, 1349, 1350, 

1359, 1360. 1361, 1362. 1363, 1364, 1365, 1366, 

1375. 1376, 1377, 1378, 1379, 1380. 1381, 1382, 

1391. 1392, 1393;' 1394. 1395, 1396, 1397, 1398, 

1407, 1408, 1409, 1410. 1411, 1412. 1413. 1414. 

1423, 1424, 1425, 1426, 1427. 1428, 1429, 1430; 

1439, 1440, 1441, 1442, 1443, 1444, 1445. 1446, 

1455. 1456, 1457, 1458, 1459, 1460. 1461, 1462, 

1471, 1472, 1473, 1474, 1475, 1476, 1477. 1478, 

1487, 1488, 1489, 1490, 1491, 1492. 1493, 1494, 

1503, 1504, 1505, 1506. 1507, 1508. 1509, 1510, 

1519, 1520, 1521, 1522, 1523, 1524, 1525, 1526, 

1535, 1536, 1537, 1538, 1539, 1540, 1541, 1542, 

1551, 1552, 1553, 1554, 1555, 1556, 1557, 1558, 

1567, 1568, 1569, 1570, 1571, 1572, 1573, 1574, 

1583, 1584, 1585, 1586, 1587, 1588, 1589, 1590, 

1599, 1600, 1601, 1602, 1603, 1604, 1605, 1606, 

1615, 1616, 1617, 1618, 1619, 1620, 1621, 1622, 

1631, 1632, 1633, 1634, 1635, 1636, 1637, 1638, 

1647, 1648, 1649, 1650, 1651, 1652, 1653, 1654, 

1663, 1664, 1665, 1666, 1667, 1668, 1669, 1670, 


1159, 1160, 1161, 1162, 1163, 1164, 1165, 1166, 
1175, 1176, 1177, 1178, 1179, 1180,-1181, 1182, 
1191, 1192, 1193, 1194, 1195, 1196, 1197, 1198, 

1207, 1208, 1209, 1210, 1211, 1212, 1213, 1214, 

1223, 1224, 1225, 1226, 1227, 1228, 1229, 1230, 

1239, 1240, 1241, 1242, 1243, 1244, 1245, 1246, 

1255, 1256, 1257, 1258, 1259, 1260, 1261, 1262, 

1271, 1272, 1273, 1274, 1275, 1276, 1277, 1278, 

1287, 1288, 1289, 1290, 1291, 1292, 1293, 1294, 

1303, 1304, 1305, 1306, 1307, 1308, 1309, 1310, 

1319, 1320, 1321, 1322, 1323, 1324, 1325, 1326, 

1335, 1336, 1337, 1338, 1339, 1340, 1341, 1342, 

1351, 1352, 1353, 1354, 1355, 1356, 1357, 1358, 

1367, 1368, 1369, 1370, 1371, 1372, 1373, 1374, 

1383, 1384, 1385, 1386, 1387, 1388, 1389, 1390, 

1399, 1400, 1401, 1402, 1403, 1404, 1405, 1406, 
1415, 1416. 1417, 1418, 1419, 1420, 1421, 1422, 
1431, 1432, 1433, 1434, 1435, 1436, 1437, 1438. 

1447. 1448, 1449, 1450, 1451, 1452, 1453, 1454, 

1463, 1464, 1465, 1466, 1467, 1468, 1469, 1470, 

1479, 1480, 1481, 1482, 1483, 1484, 1485, 1486, 

1495, 1496, 1497, 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501, 1502, 

1511, 1512, 1513, 1514, 1515, 1516, 1517, 1518, 

1527, 1528, 1529, 1530, 1531, 1532, 1533, 1534, 

1543, 1544, 1545, 1546, 1547, 1548, 1549, 1550, 

1559, 1560, 1561, 1562, 1563, 1564, 1565, 1566, 

i 575, 1576, 1577, 1578, 1579, 1580, 15*1, 1582, 

1591, 1592, 1593, 1594, 1595, 1596, 1597, 1598, 

1607, 1608, 1609, 1610, 1611, 1612, 1613, 1614, 

1623, 1624, 1625, 1626, 1627, 1628, 1629, 1630, 

1639, 1640, 1641, 1642, 1643, 1644, 1645, 1646, 

1655, 1656, 1657, 1658, 1659, 1660, 1661, 1662, 

1671, 1672, 1673, 1674, 1675, 1676, 1677, 1678, 
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1679, 1680, 1681, 1682, 1683, 1684, 1685, 1686, 1687, 1688, 1689. 1690, 1691, 1692, 1693, 1694, 

1695, 1696, 1697, 1698, 1699, 1700, 1701, 1702, 1703, 1704, 1705, 1706, 1707, 1708, 1709, 1710, 

1711, 1712, 1713, 1714, 1715, 1716. 1717, 1718* 1719, 1720, 1721, 1722, 1723, 1724, 1725, 1726, 

1727, 1728, 1729, 1730, 1731, 1732. 1733, 1734, 1735, 1736, 1737, 1738, 1739, 1740, 1741, 1742, 

1743, 1744, 1745, 1746, 1747, 1748. 1749, 1750, 1751, 1752, 1753, 1754. 1755, 1756, 1757, 1758. 
1759, 1760, 1761, 1762, 1763, 1764. 1765. 1766, 1767, 1768, 1769, 1770, 1771, 1772, 1773, 1774, 
1775, 1776, 1777, 1778, 1779, 1780. 1781, 1782, 1783, 1784. 1785. 1786. 1787, 1788, 1789, 1790, 
1791, 1792, 1793, 1794, 1795, 1796. 1797, 1798, 1799, 1800, 1801. 1802. 1803. 1804, 1805, 1806, 
1807, 1808, 1809, 1810, 1811, 1812. 1813, 1814, 1815, 1816. 1817, 1818, 1819, 1820, 1821, 1822. 
1823, 1824, 1825, 1826, 1827, 1828. 1829, 1830, 1831, 1832. 1833, 1834. 1835, 1836, 1837, 1838. 
1839, 1840, 1841, 1842, 1843, 1844. 1845, 1846, 1847, 1848. 1849. 1850, 1851, 1852, 1853, 1854. 
1855, 1856, 1857, 1858. 1859, 1860. 1861. 1862, 1863, 1864. 1865. 1866, 1867, 1868, 1869, 1870, 
1871, 1872, 1873, 1874, 1875, 1876. 1877, 1878, 1879, 1880, 1881. 1882, 1883, 1884, 1885, 1886, 
1887, 1888, 1889, 1890, 1891. 1892. 1893, 1894, 1895, 1896, 1897. 1898. 1899, 1900, 1901, 1902, 
1903, 1904, 3905. 1906. 1907. 1908. 1909, 1910, 1911, 1912. 1913, 1914. 1915. 1916, 1917, 1918, 
1919. 1920, 1921, 1922, 1923, 1924. 1925, 1926, 1927, 1928. 1929. 1930. 1931, 1932, 1933, 1934. 
1935. 1936, 1937, 1938, 1939, 1940. 1941, 1942, 1943. 1944. 1945, 1946. 1947, 1948, 1949, 1950, 
1951. 1952. 1953, 1954, 1955, 1956. 1957. 1958, 1959, 1960, 1961. 1962, 1963, 1964, 1965, 1966. 
1967, 1968. 1969, 1970, 1971, 1972. 1973, 1974, 1975, 1976. 1977. 1978, 1979, 1980, 1981, 1982. 
1983, 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988. 1989, 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 
1999. 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003. 2004. 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008. 2009. 20.10, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 
2015, 2016. 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021, 2022, 2023, 2024, 2025, 2026. 2027, 2028, 2029, 2030. 
2031, 2032, 2033, 2034, 2035, 2036, 2037, 2038, 2039, 2040. 2041. 2042, 2043, 2044, 2045, 2046, 
2047, 2048, 2049, 2050, 2051, 2052, 2053. 2054, 2055, 2056. 2057, 2058. 2059, 2060, 2061, 2062. 
2063. 2064, 2065, 2066, 2067, 2068. 2069, 2070, 2071, 2072. 2073, 2074. 2075, 2076, 2077, 2078, 
2079, 2080, 2081. 2082, 2083, 2084, 2085, 2086, 2087, 2088, 2089. 2090. 2091, 2092, 2093, 2094, 
2095, 2096, 2097. 2098. 2099. 2100. 2101, 2102, 2103, 2104. 2105. 2106. 2107. 2108, 2109, 2110, 
2111, 2112. 2113, 2114. 2115, 2116, 2117. 2118, 2119, 2120. 2121. 2122, 2123, 2124. 2125, 2126. 
2127, 2128. 2129, 2130. 2131. 2132. 2133, 2134, 2135, 2136. 2137, 2138. 2139. 2140, 2141. 2142. 
2143, 2144, 2145. 2146, 2147, 2148, 2149, 2150, 2151, 2152. 2153, 2154. 2155, 2156, 2157, 2158, 
2159, 2160, 2161. 2162, 2163, 2164. 2165, 2166, 2167, 2168. 2169, 2170, 2171, 2172, 2173, 2174, 
2175, 2176, 2177. 2178. 2179. 2180. 2181, 2182, 2183, 2184. 2185. 2186, 2187, 2188, 2189, 
2190.2191. 2192. 2193, 2194, 2195. 2196, 2197, 2198, 2199, 2200, 2201, 2202, 2203, 2204, 2205, 
2206, 2207, 2208. 2209, 2210, 2211. 2212, 2213, 2214, 2215, 2216. 2217. 2218, 2219, 2220, 2221, 
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2222, 2223, 2224, 2225, 2226, 2227, 2228, 2229, 2230, 2231, 2232, 2233, 2234, 2235, 2236, 2237, 

2238, 2239, 2240, 2241, 2242, 2243, 2244, 2245, 2246, 2247, 2248, 2249, 2250, 2251, 2252, 2253, 
2254, 2255, 2256, 2257, 2258, 2259, 2260, 2261, 2262, 2263, 2264, 2265, 2266, 2267, 2268, 2269, 

2270, 2271, 2272, 2273, 2274, 2275, 2276, 2277, 2278, 2279, 2280, 2281, 2282, 2283, 2284, 2285, 

2286, 2287, 2288, 2289, 2290, 2291, 2292, 2293, 2294, 2295, 2296, 2297, 2298, 2299, 2300, 2301, 

2302, 2303, 2304, 2305, 2306, 2307, 2308, 2309, 2310, 2311, 2312, 2313, 2314, 2315, 2316, 2317, 

2318, 2319, 2320, 2321, 2322, 2323, 2324, 2325, 2326, 2327, 2328, 2329, 2330, 2331, 2332, 2333, 

2334, 2335, 2336, 2337, 2338, 2339, 2340, 2341, 2342, 2343, 2344, 2345, 2346, 2347, 2348, 2349, 

2350, 2351, 2352, 2353, 2354, 2355, 2356, 2357, 2358, 2359, 2360, 2361, 2362, 2363, 2364, 2365, 

2366, 2367, 2368, 2369, 2370, 2371, 2372, 2373, 2374, 2375, 2376, 2377, 2378, 2379, 2380, 2381, 

2382, 2383, 2384, 2385, 2386, 2387, 2388, 2389, 2390, 2391, 2392, 2393, 2394, 2395, 2396, 2397, 

2398, 2399,2400, 2401, 2402, 2403, 2404, 2405, 2406, 2407, 2408, 2409, 2410, 2411, 2412, 2413, 

2414, 2415, 2416, 2417, 2418, 2419, 2420, 2421, 2422, 2423, 2424, 2425, 2426, 2427, 2428, 2429, 

2430, 2431, 2432, 2433, 2434, 2435, 2436, 2437, 2438, 2439, 2440, 2441, 2442, 2443, 2444, 2445, 

2446, 2447, 2448, 2449, 2450, 2451, 2452, 2453, 2454, 2455, 2456, 2457, 2458, 2459, 2460, 2461, 

2462, 2463, 2464, 2465, 2466, 2467, 2468, 2469, 2470, 2471, 2472, 2473, 2474, 2475, 2476, 2477, 

2478, 2479, 2480, 2481, 2482, 2483, 2484, 2485, 2486, 2487, 2488, 2489, 2490, 2491, 2492, 2493, 

2494, 2495, 2496, 2497, 2498, 2499,2500, 2501, 2502, 2503, 2504, 2505, 2506, 2507, 2508, 2509, 

2510, 2511, 2512, 2513, 2514, 2515, 2516, 2517, 2518, 2519, 2520, 2521, 2522, 2523, 2524, 2525, 

2526, 2527, 2528, 2529, 2530, 2531, 2532, 2533, 2534, 2535, 2536, 2537, 2538, 2539, 2540, 2541, 

2542, 2543, 2544, 2545, 2546, 2547, 2548, 2549, 2550, 2551, 2552, 2553, 2554, 2555, 2556, 2557, 

2558, 2559, 2560, 2561, 2562, 2563, 2564, 2565, 2566, 2567, 2568, 2569, 2570, 2571, 2572, 

2573,2574, 2575, 2576, 2577, 2578, 2579,2580, 2581, 2583, 2007/2584, 2029/2585, 2028/2586, 

1912/2587, 160/2588, 291/2589(P), 1788/2590, 2057/2591, 1/2592, 12/2593, 22/2594, 1550/2595, 

448/2596, 449/2597, 477/2598, 125/2599, 996/2600, 762/2601, 1235/2602, 564/2603, 1450/2604, 

1499/2605, 2165/2606, 2165/2607, 42/2608, 1522/2609, 2123/2610, 2498/2611, 2090/2612, 

1521/2613, 1521/2614, 1521/2615, 1278/2616, 119/2617, 1456/2618, 69/2619, 1519/2620, 

2417/2621, 2073/2622, 2083/2623, 479/2624, 2122/2625, 1968/2626, 2144/2627, 1570/2628, 

1913/2629, 2089/2630, 1725/2631, 1074/2632, 2220/2633, 1778/2634, 583/2635, 36/2636, 36/2637, 

1467/2638, 1765/2639, 1765/2640, 1765/2641, 1765/2642, 1765/2643, 1731/2644, 2007/2645, 

2008/2646, 2013/2647, 2013/2648, 2577/2649, 2574/2650, 2574/2651, 2574/2652, 2553/2653, 

158/2654, 158/2655, 158/2656, 158/2657, 158/2658, 392/2659,1828/2660, 2113/2661, 2270/2662, 

2272/2663, 2271/2664, 280/2665, 1191/2666, 162/2667, 2369/2668, 2370/2669, 2368/2670, 
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576/2671, 787/2672, 1789/2673, 503/2674, 1314/2675, 1315/2676, 2464/2677, 2287/2678, 384/2679, 
384/2680, 148/2681, 1727/2682, 1557/2683, 2572/2684, 2531/2685, 62/2686, 62/2687, 2156/2688, 
2319/2689, 2246/2690, 2471/2691, 191/2692, 2553/2693, 1028/2694, 2180/2695, 2358/2696, 

1833/2697, 2025/2698, 1016/2699, 1010/2700, 1008/2701, 520/2702, 1012/2703, 1016/2704, 
1815/2705, 1816/2706, 1787/2707, 425/2708, 2154/2709, 889/2710, 46/2711, 2553/2712, 2163/2713, 

2193/2714, 2193/2715, 2412/2716, 171 /2717, 1365/2718, 270/2719, 452/2720, 380/2721', 32/2722. 

7. Plots numbers acquired in village Bhaguabola (Full) 

1,2,3,4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13. 14. 15, 16, 17, 18, 19,20,21,22, 23,24,25,26, 27, 28,29,30, 

31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40. 41.42, 43, 44,45,46,47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 

58, 59, 60, 61,62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76. 77, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 

85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103. 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 

109, 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120,83/121. 

8. Plots numbers acquired in village Kumunda (Part) 

650, 651, 652, 656, 950, 951, 952, 953. 954, 955, 956, 957, 958, 959, 960, 961, 962, 963, 964, 965, 
966, 967, 972, 973. 974, 975, 976, 977, 978, 979, 980, 981, 982,983,984,985,986,987,988,989, 
990, 991, 992, 993, 994, 995, 1404, 978/5782, 979/5783, 1404/5785, 984/5803, 956/6013, 956/6014, 
956/6015. 

9. Plots numbers acquired in village Kusumpal (Part). 

345, 346, 347, 348, 349, 350. 351, 352, 353, 354, 355, 356, 357, 358, 359, 360, 361, 362, 363, 
364, 365, 366, 367, 368, 369, 370. 371,372, 373, 434,450/989, 434/1085. 

10. Jaipur protected forest (Part) 

5.00 acres. 


11. Nisa protected forest (Part) 

356.10 acres 

Boundary, description : 

A-B-C-D: - ‘A’ point starts from the trijunction pillar of the village Kumunda, BhalugadiaCtfVi 
Kusumapal, then proceeds along the eastern bank of Ghurudia Nalla up to point B , then the line 
passes along the southern boundary ol plot number. 383, northern, eastern, eouthern boundary of plot 
number 434 of village Kusumapal and meets on Point ‘C’, line again passes along the eastern bank of 
Ghurudia Nalla up to point' D\ the trijunction pillar of village Bhalugadia. Gopalprasad and Nuamuhin 
protected forest. 

D-E-F: - The line starts from point D’ passes along the eastern boundary of Nisa protected forest up to 
point -E‘. then the line turn towards the western and southern boundary of Nisa protected forest and 
passes through Nisa protected forest and meets on point ‘F i.e. the trijunction pillar of village 
Balichandrapur, Nisa protected forest and Nisa village. 

F-G-H: - From Point ‘ - F” the line Proceeds through plot numbers 285. 45, 46. 47 along the southern 
boundary of plot numbers 272, 39. 38 and passes through plot numbers 51, 271, 53, 75, 77, 78, 311 
and along the southern boundary of plot number 306 and then passes through the plot numbers. 329 oi 
village Balichandrapur. up to the point “G then the line passes through plot numbers A 94, 2196, 1870 
of village Kankarei and meets on the point ‘H’. 
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H-I-J: - From point ‘H’, the line turn towards the north through plot numbers 1870, 2173, 2181 and 
moves towards west and passes through again plot number 1870 and passes along western boundary of 
plot No. 1874 then passes through plot numbers 1877, 1876, 1848, 1849, then along the Eastern 
boundary of 1837, 1836 again passes through plot numbers 1831 , 1739, 1740, 1747, 1746, 1748, 1727, 
1726 1692, 1690, 1689, 1686, and then crossed the road plot' number 1785 then passes along the 
eastern boundary of plot number 1760 then passes through plot numbers 740, 739, 738, 735 of village 
Kankarei and crossed the Ghurudia Nalla and meet on point T then the line passes through plot 
numbers 807, 808, 809, 800 of village - Kaunsidipha and meets on Point ‘J’ i.e. the common 
boundary of village Kaunsidhipa and Chhotaberini. 


j_K- - From the point ‘J t he line passes through plot numbers 20'4, 205, 206, 209, 210, 213,193, 192, 
187, 184, 171, 150, 132, 137, 138,140,141, 87, 338, 85, 84 of village Chhotaberini and crossed Singda 
jhore i.e’ plot’numbers 312 and meets on the point ‘K’ i.e. common boundary of village Chhotaberini, 
Jaipur protected forest. 


K-L: From point ‘K’ the line proceeds through Jaipur protected forest up to point - L’ i.e. Trijunction 
pillar of village Kankarei, Kumunda and Jaipur protected forest. 


L-A: - From the point ‘L’ the line passes along western & northern boundary of plot numbers 972 
northern boundary of plot numbers 973, 974, 967, 963, 650, 958 ,652, 656, 952, 951, 950, 993, 995 of 
village Kumunda and passes along the Northern bank of Singada Jhore i.e. plot number 1404 and again 
crossed the Singada Jhore and proceeds along the Southern bank of Singada Jhore i.e. plot number 
2589 and meets at point ‘A’ i.e. the starting point. 
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18 2007 

4?T. 3TT. 157.— ^RcpR <Jj 1 cil<£>t<?d <46 3TTaT?^Jcl> ycfld 6ldl % 

7TQT72JM 7T^J # *JJTcT7 £ fckfisdld. cTcFS ^gtfcRRT 3cdTcit qftcJS'51 cfe fcTU 
ffaSZRT 3fRTcT UT7T ‘ 1^g^7-7FTnm^7 UI^UHI^ ^ fcMdfUdjd cFB 

cTT^oT” cfc cBrafo^raoT UcJ5 ?TRJTT Ml^Udl^ f%OT^ oTToft yifeu I 

3ft? 4>^zr ITR^JR q>r 33rT qT?qcTTf3T fciUkl cfc y iTlvdcH fou ht? 3TTcT?2Ic|3 

Jcflfl fcldl ^ fcU 3tfrT 3^1 vjfr s^JT 3TfE|^Jci<HI ^ dcRd if qPld % 3ft? 

foRTft ui$0crr?5f fauiu <3n% gsr uwrci t, 3q«yUi cfc 3ft£jqjR tur 3Fsfer fferr «ttui 

3TcT: 3RT, 3R3J5R, ^rfcRRT 3ft? ?frf°F5T qi^Mdl^ (ajfft # 3MillJI cfc 

3lfijc517 cPT 3Tv5foT) 3lfyfa«y<H, 1962 (l962 <PT 5 0) qft URT 3 qft 3TORT (l) gRT 
y^oT sifctadt 95T y?fFn qR?t §u, T^fr ajfr # srfsupR cpt 3Rjfsr cptsT cfr 

3ftr^ 3TTSRT ulRRT cfRcft 11 

gst^ »ft cHjfcffT, oft 3qfT 3R£2Jcft ^ crf&fcT 9jf^T $ %cTaR5 t, 3?T cTlffer ^ 

fuRTclft WRcT ift xlMOoI £ TJ 2JT y^PlfllcT =RT 3^217^ <HI cjft yfcRlf TUUR^I oRTcTT qft 

3qcT<sp cJRT oTTcft %, fqq§t?T fftsi eft aftcR 3^ jqiftdl eft 3lfa<PR cRT 31of3T cJ5?^\ 

^tt ajf^r eft ofrft ui^udi^oi fciuial <ft triei ^ sft qjarR sften'Ticicf, ^wrt yifycbi^t, 

(iMWJlol), 3FRIcT *TuT^?T 5T fftlfafts (qi$qdl$o7I yWRT), 3 3, ^Ww! 31317, 

Ji)md^2i <sn'^ur7T, urag? - 30201 8 (ttorsitot) cpt fM^icr # 3 tt^t ^oi i 


3T1^ 






— 

ci6tnlcl : 



urfy otrt 

^SjRRT TR^fT 



6 <*tm 

IJ5T7 

Odl rflc^ 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


200 

0 

04 

30 


1 41 

0 

07 

20 


1 40 

0 

1 5 

90 


1 28 

0 

00 

70 


[TFT. U 31 R- 25011 / 3 l/ 2004 - 3 Tt. 3 TR.-I] 


T3TT. f^fl«hKI, SRI ^r4q 
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Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas 

New Delhi, the 18th January, 2006 

S. 0.157.— Whereas, It appears to the Central Government, that it is 
necessary in the public interest that for the transportation of petroleum 
products in Rajasthan State from Beawar to Chittaurgarh a "Branch Pipeline to 
Chittaurgarh from Sidhpur-Sanganer Pipeline", should be laid by the Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited. 


And, whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of 
laying the said pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in the land 
under which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in 
the Schedule annexed to this notification. 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (1) of 
section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of 
User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein; 


Any person interested in the land described in the said schedule may, within 
twenty one days from the date on which the copies of this notification issued 
under sub-section(l) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the Gazette 
of India, are made available to the general public, object in writing to the 
acquisition of the right of user therein or laying of the pipeline under the land, 
to Shri Yogesh Kumar Srivastava, Competent Authority (Rajasthan), Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited (Pipelines division), 33, Muktanand Nagar, Gopalpura 
Bye-pass, Jaipur —302 018, (Rajasthan). 


SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: CHITTAURGARH 

District: CHITTAURGARH 

State 

RAJASTHAN 

Name of the Village 

Khasara No. 

Area 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.mtr. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

BOJUNDA 

200 

0 

04 

30 


141 

0 

07 

20 


140 

0 

15 

90 


128 

0 

00 

70 


[F. No. R-25011/31/2004-O.R.-I ] 
S. K. CHITKARA, Under Secy. 









296 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JANUARY 20,2007/PAUSA 30, 1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


spt 3frr fNrmr tfarcro 

37Tft?T 

4^f444ft, 15 TO, 2006 

45.37T. 158,-Wft) 745T Pi'iH WR 3fl7 

34^ 4)ft=blft' ^ 4(3 4e?I F77<ft 771*7 wVlH 34373 4t 4) 7744 ft’ 
547 aAftlPiq) (qqi^ ftcj Ift-iift) 8-3-2 001 4) 39^71 

77551541-22012/180/2000-37t£ 3717. (7ft. II) (J fTT 4v5 777457 
ftWiPi* 3rfft4OT- 774 - 43-^4141514 4ft ft4m3T «n i 
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M=li 5(3 ft F^.5(. 4551/2005 "4' 75747J7 47( 4F 

(4573 arftmF^^rr ft( 4^3 ftft yniPuid 3tft 4ft 37(57 44Mft 
ft <f(4 37F 44 374(4 4) ft(cl< TPgfRtT 'Snf*T=R 74 tf4 ft-flft 44 
(4^57(347 47 I 

ftft ^rafr 4(57 777537 53 43 f (57 4F rpMr #tt 

(47 443 ftWrfi|4> (3473 (377ft 77*375 fttfttf 547 37(44774 44 
'441 475, 44ff41 5F 3T35TT 344 4444 *ft ft 4rf457 T44 
4 (*43 yftlMlH ft 4TS(fl4rI f I 

hftf'IU 374 7774777 4777 10 ( 141) 4? 414 5f33 

ftl/Jlfn* (5574 37(3(333, 1947 ( 1947 44 1 4 ) 57t 4777 7 73 
: SE1 4441 5l(433! 44 4414 477ft 7|5 5,47 7T5ft4 
y(447731 44 434 44411, (477477 47^44 44414441 4 4141 
477 4)^ 71<4)K MlftlPl4) 37(44775! 4773737737 ^ ftftjrftfa 

4(4444 ftt 47.57. fq%\ 44 $444 tfeiftfa f4^>44 

47737 f I 44 77554 37f4477'4 41T41 4414 75: 4TF 47t 374(4 
41 ftl37 441 I 

444 7774777 £777 ^4 441144 4( 143747 8-3-2001 *£' 
37lft?7 TESTt^- 22012/180/2000-3Hi3lK. (77t. II) 37714(5 
47447 ftrarfw 4(4444- 714-?T4-'4l4!d4 417443147l f475 
44. 44 f3373 41 f34514 444 4/ 444 4 ftknfft47 (34P7 
5(4(433, 1947 33 4777 1 0 4ft 44-7414 6 (41) 415334 377ft 
Flft I 

313734ft 

“44! 417414 7414J (444 *£ 4177 53747 ft 377 Flfft 
4 m 4141774 477ft 4)1 47t| ft47f457 y&ftt %, 4ff 37^41 
44744 ftft C1I9HM, -1 -hI, 47!?5i7-4Tfftf334, ft) d-H el'll, 
341, 4ftl4f ( 4:1(4414144, 41414 44 tf517:q 445437, 
(4447ft ^ 44741 ft ? 5fft 45 f, eft ftSTT^I 

Flf44T 4.1 f44ftl4T477 T 4 477ft 7144 47ft4lf{ft f 47 'MclMftft 
(44ff73 4174 57 57144 441 5514 5541 t ?” 

[77. 7ft4-22012/180/2000-3715-3717. (7ft.II)] 
3744 ^5R ftfe, 5747 3Tf444ft 
MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMI’IilYMENT ORDER 
New Delhi, the 15th November, 2006 
S.O. 158. —Whereas an industrial dispute between 
employees in relation to management of Food Corporation 
< it India and their workmen in respect to the schedule hereto 
annexed was referred for adjudication to Central Govern¬ 


ment Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Lucknow vide 
order No. L-22012/180/2000- IR(C-II) dated 8-3-2001. 

And whereas the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature 
at Allahabad, Lucknow Bench in W.P. No. 4551/2005 had 
directed the Government to refer the dispute before the 
appropriate authority preferably within a period of three 
months from the date of receipt of certified copy of the 
judgement. 

And whereas the Central Government is of the opin¬ 
ion that it would be expedient to refer the said Industrial 
dispute to a National Industrial Tribunal as the matter per¬ 
tains to establishment of the said management located in 
more than one State. 

Now, therefore, the Central Government, in exercise 
of the powers conferred by Section 7 B of the I.D. Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947) read with Section 10 (1A) hereby constitutes 
a National Industrial Tribunal with the Head Quarters at 
Kolkata and appoint Sh. CP. Mishra, presently Presiding 
Officer, CGIT, Kolkata as its Presiding Officer. The Na¬ 
tional Tribunal shall give its award within a period of six 
months. 

As regards the existing reference of the dispute made 
by the Government vide this Ministry 1 s Order No.L-22012/ 
180/2000-IR(C 11) dated 8.3.2001 to Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Lucknow, the pro¬ 
visions of suh-scction 6( a) oi Section 10 ol the I.D. Act, 
1947 will apply. 

SCHEDUIE 

“Whether FCI is having scientific system for assess¬ 
ing storage loss which has been caused due to num¬ 
ber of factors such as temperature, moisture, micro 
organisms, insects, rats, birds, insecticides, storage 
unworthiness of the godown, draige etc.? It not, what 
is its effect upon the fixing of responsibility upon its 
employees while regularizing the storage losses 7' 

[ No. L-22012/180/2000-IR(C-l I) 1 

AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

Tf 22 few, 2006 

W.3TT, 159.~3lVlf9<b ajfafWT, 1947 (1947 
cfVT 14) WIT 17 ^ 3T3^T ^PI TTfTfR U/-KmU^ 
ST-Bfrftet 3TFT ^ 7K& fi4l^T 

(w{^ wit 2 / 130 / 2001 ) ^ y*iP*Kt t, ^ 

71WR ^ 22-12-2006 ^“RRl^aTT m 

[R. Tt^T- 1101 1/9/2001 

TR. "QR. ^kl, 3Tkl^i|<1 
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New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 159. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT- 
2/130/2001) of the Central Govemniient Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, No. 2, Mumbai now as shown in the 
Aimexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Airports Authority of 
India and their workman which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-12-2006. 

[No. L-l1011/9/2001-IR (M)] 
N.S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 

PRE^NT 

A.A. LAD Presiding Officer 
REFERENCE NO. CGIT-2/130 OF 2001 
Employers in relation to thei Management of 
Airport Authority of India (I AD) 

1 he Additional General Manager (P & A) 

Airports Authority of India 
(International Airports Division) 

Mumbai Airport 
Mumbai-400099. 

and 

Their Workmen 

ITie General Secretary 
AAI Mazdoor Sangh 
25/32, Ibrahim Mansion 
Dr. B .R. Ambedkar Road 
Parcl, Mumbai^tOO 012. 

AIWARANCE 

FOR THE EMPLOYER : Mr. A,S. Patil, 

Advocate 

FOR THE WORKMEN : Mr. D.S. Gaikwad 

Representative 

Date of passing Award : 28th November, 2006 

AWARD 

1. The Government of India,! Ministry of Labour by 
its Order No. L-11011/9/200 1/IR(M) dated 28-11-2001 in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub 
scction( 1) and sub section 2(A) 1 of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Airport 
Authority of India, International Airport Division, 


Mumbai in not providing compassionate 
appointment to Smt. Rajshri Banwarilal, Spouse of 
Late Shri Banwarilal Balmiki Bldar on the ground 
that there are multiple claimants is fair and justified ? 
If not, to what relief Smt Rajshri Banwarilal is entitled? 

2. To support the subject matter referred in the 
reference, second party Union filed Statement of Claim 
through its Secretary at Ex-6 which was'replied by first 
party by filing Written statement at Ex-10. Thereafter, 
second party workman and the Union unable to attend the 
reference on the dates given and lastly by application dated 
28-11-2006 at Ex-24, Secretary to the Union informed this 
Tribunal that, concerned workman is not approaching it 
and his whereabouts are not know or made known to it and 
requested to dispose of the reference for want of 
prosecution. Hence the order: 

ORDER 

In view of the Ex-24, Reference is disposed of for want of 
prosecution. 

Dated 

28-11-2006 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 

M 22 fera, 2006 

eRT.3TT. 160.-3lklPl3, f33T3 srfqfWT, 1947 (1947 
33 14) 37t TO 17 3} 31jfRU| 7K<+>K 3Rc7T 

fn-nry 9ecru Rrlfnis 3^ 33*733 3^ 7T3^i [Wm 3>T 3nT 
33# <+>4+Id W. #3, 3FJ3«T Tf f33I3 4f 

777337 'flkrtfro m 37 

9TO (7734 wn 37}| 4 153/2006 ) 37t y-+4fvid TOft t, 4 
777337 33 22 - 12-2006 37} TOT f37T s-4T I 

[47. 7*77-290! 1/94/2001-371^ 337(370] 
7J3. 377. Wkl, 37f*l<*>l0 

New Delhi, the 22nd December. 2006 

S.O. 160. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.I.D. 153/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-eum- 
Labour Court, Emakulam now as shown in the Annexurc 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Kerala Minerals and Metals Ltd. and 
their workman which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-12-2006. 

[No. L-29011/94/2001 -IR (M)J 
N.S. BORA, Desk Officer 





298 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JANUARY 20, 2007/PAUSA 30, 1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)J 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
r IKIBUNAIv-CUM“LABOURC( >U RT 
F^NAKUIAM 
PRESENT 

Shri P.L. Norbert, B.A. L.L.1L, Presiding Officer 

(Monday the 4th day of December, 2006/ 

13 th Agrahayana, 1928) 

L I). 153/2006 

(I.D.22/2002 of Industrial Tribunal, Kollam) 

Union L The General Secretary 

Titanium Complex Employees Union 
Reg. No. 227/84, Chavara 
Kollam 

2. The General Secretary 

Titanium Complex Employees 
Congress 

(INTUC), Reg. No. 82/8-4. Chavara 
Kollam-691 583 

Adv. Shri G. Sethunathan Pillai 

Management The Managing Director 

Kerala Minerals and Metals Ltd., 
Sankaramangalam, Chavara, 

Kollam-691 583 

Adv. Shri P. V. Lohithakshan 
AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10 (l)(d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. The reference is :— 

“Whether the fixation of pay to Suit. V.P. Mohini, 
Sint. K. Vasanthy and Smt. K. Lalitambika, Senior 
Grade Steno Typists consequent upon their eligibility 
for pro mot ion/hi ghcr grade is correctly done in 
compliance with sub-clause (ii) of Clause 21 of 
Article XV of Memorandum of Settlement dated 
7-5-1997 ? If not, to what relief these employees are 
entitled to?” 

2. According to the claimant union 3 of iLs members 
were appointed in Kerala Minerals and Metals Limited, 
Chavara as Steno Typists Grade II in the year 1977 and 
1978. Later they got promotion as Steno Typist Gr. I and 
then as Senior Grade Steno Typist. In that cadre they 
continued for more than 8 years and was eligible to get 
higher grade on completion of 8 years which was a scale 
equivalent to the scale of Shift In-charge and equivalent. 
However while granting the higher grade the management 
without any valid reason reduced the basic pay of the 
Senior Grade Steno Typists w.e.f. 14-1-1993. This was done 
in order to make the pay of Senior Grade Steno Typists in 
par with the Senior Grade Accountant of the Company. 
The promotion channel of Steno Typist Grade 11 is to Grade 
I, Senior Grade and Confidential Assistant/Personal 
Secretary. There arc no other categories of posts 
constituting the feeder category of Steno Typists. Hence 
the seniors in that category are Steno Typist Grade -1, Senior 
Grade and Confidential Assistant and none else. Shri C.K. 
Joy, Senior Grade Accountant belongs to a different 
category and he is not senior to the workers in this case. 


Hence there is no justification in bringing down the basic 
pay of the workers in this case in level with the Senior 
Grade Accountant. It is against the service conditions and 
the terms of Memorandum of Settlement. The pay in 
accordance w ith Clause 21 of Article XV of Memorandum 
of Settlement dated 27-5-1997 has to be fixed without 
reduction. 


3. According to the management, the unions have 
no right or locus standi to raise an ‘industrial dispute' on 
behalf of workers. The pay and allowances of workmen of 
the company are revised periodically as per long term 
agreements. The first long term agreement was in effect 
from 1-1-1985. Thereafter there were 3 more long term 
agreements. The dispute is with regard to fixation of pay as 
per the 3 rd long term agreement dated 27-5-1997. As per 
that agreement there are only 7 scales of pay for the 
workmen in the company. On the operation side of the 
company there arc 3 levels of grades of operators/ 
technicians and on the administrative side in the like manner 
there are 3 levels of administrative staff. As per the 2nd 
long term settlement a workman who remains in the same 
post and scale of pay for a period of 8 years is entitled to 
higher grade. The 3rd long term settlement also preserves 
the same benefit. The pay of the three Senior Typists .who 
were given higher grade was fixed w.e.f. 14-1-1993 in 
accordance with the 3rd long term settlement. After expiry 
of the period of 2nd long term settlement on 31-12-1992 
and when the next long term settlement was due, the 
company could not reach a long term settlement because 
of the bad financial position of the company. The company 
was running at a loss. Therefore the management and the 
unions discussed the matter and ail interim settlement was 
arrived at on 3-9-1994. As per the interim settlement an ad 
hoc increase in wages and other benefits were allowed. 
When the position of the company improved, the 3rd long 
term settlement was signed on 27-5-1997 which got the * 
approval of the government in August, 1998. During the 
course of discussion of the 3rd long term settlement it was 
noticed that a few workmen in the senior grade who were 
due for higher grade (the officer scale) during the period 
from 1*1-1993 to 31 -12-1994 would be gett ing double pay 
revision benefits because they were in the workmen 
category as on 1 -1-1993 and entitled to the revision benefits 

in the capacity as workmen and again in the capacity as 
officer on getting higher grade. At the same time the 
workmen who were given officer scale prior to 1-1-1993 
would not receive the same benefits as those mentioned 
above. Thus, juniors would be getting more pay than 
seniors. To tide over this anomaly. Clause 21 (ii) of Article 
XV of 3rd long term settlement was incorporated. As per 
that clause, juniors’ pay would be retained equal to the 
basic pay of the senior while granting higher grade to the 
juniors between 1-1-1993 and 31*12*1994. There is no 
illegality thus in fixing the pay of the three steno typists in 
this case. It was done strictly in accordance with the terms 
of 3rd long term settlement. 

4. In the light of the above contentions the only 
point that arises for consideration is : 

“whether the pay of the three workmen were properly 

fixed?” 



[■RFTII—7sP*5 3(ii)] 


Wra : ^5R^t 20, 2007/4*1 30, 1928 


299 


The evidence consists of the oral testimony of WWl 
and documentary evidence of Exts.Wl to W10 on the side 
of unions and MWI and Exts. MI to M4 on the side of 
management. 

5. The Point: 

Smt. V.P. Mohini, Smt. K. Vasanthy and Smt. K. 
Lalithambika joined the service of Kerala Minerals and 
Metals Ltd., Chavaraon 30-8-1978,28-8-1978 &30-3-1977 
respectively in the post of Steno Typist Grade II. Smt. 
Vasanthy was promoted as Steno Typist Grade I w.e.f. 1 -3- 
1984, then to Senior Grade Steno Typist w.e.f. 14-1-1985 
and she was granted higher grade w.e.f. 14-1-1993; This 
can be seen from Ext. W7 which is statement submitted by 
the management to Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(Central) in respect of the industrial dispute raised by the 
unions before ALC (C). Similarly, the other Steno Typists 
also got promotion and higher grade w.e.f. 14-1-1993. There 
were long term settlements between the management and 
the unions periodically regarding service conditions of 
workmen. First of its kind was in effect from 
1-1-1985. The 2nd long term settlement dated 10-1-1992 
was in force till 31-12-1992. The 3rd settlement was due 
from 1-1-1993. But, admittedly, there was no long term 
settlement until 1997. During the interregnum there was an 
interim settlement which is Ext. Ml dated 3-9-1994.lt was 
only a temporary arrangement since the company was 
running at a loss. Hence only an ad hoc increase in wages 
was allowed as per the interim settlement. The 3rd long 
term settle- ment was arrived at on 27-5-1997 which is Ext. 
M2 (or WI). This was given effect from 1-1-1993 for a period 
of 4 years. The dispute is centered round the terns of this 
settlement Ext. M2 settlement envisages 7 different scales. 
On the technical side there are about 1000 workers and on 
the administrative side, about 250 workers. As per Clause 
24 of Ext. M2, the terms and conditions of service prevailing 
prior to Ext. M2 which are not altered, are to continue. One 
of such service conditions is that a worker who suffers 
stagnation for a period of 8 years is entitled to get a higher 
grade. The senior grade Steno Typists in this case on 
completion of 8 years in the same scale, got a higher grade 
on 14-1-1993. Since Ext. M2 settlement was in force from 
1.1 -1993 they were entitled for wage revision as workmen 
before they got higher grade, i.e. during the period from 
1-1-1993 to 14-1-1993. After 13 days they got higher grade 
which was officer’s scale. They were entitled to the revised 
scale in the higher grade also as per Clause 21 (i) of Ext. 
M2. It is contended by the management that no worker can 
be allowed to reap double benefit under the same settlement. 

It was due to the financial crunch during 1993 that an interim 
settlement was arrived at. Neither the management nor the 
union had intended to confer huge benefits to any of the 
workers. Even though the situation improved and later there 
was a long term settlement, which was given effect from 
1 -1 -1993, Clause 21 (ii) restricts the pay of a junior to the 
level of the pay of his senior and not above it. Otherwise, 
such disparity is likely to create disharmony among 
workmen. Clause 21 (ii) of Ext. M2 reads:— 

“In the case of those employees who are eligible for 
higher grade/promotion after 1-1-1993 till 31-12-1994, 
the basic pay arrived as above will be retained equal 


to the basic pay applicable to his seniors, who are 
drawing a lower basic pay and who got higher grade 
before 1-1-1993. The difference of basic pay which 
was allowed to him and which is actually eligible to 
him as per the above fitment will be kept as a separate 
special allowance on ad hoc basis by adding the DA 
and HRA applicable to the above basic pay. When 
the revision of the scale of pay of officers will be 
implemented as on 1 -1 -19%, either the basic pay kept 
as ad hoc as above will be fixed in lieu of revision or 
the revision of officers whichever is beneficial to the 
employee concerned will be allowed." 

6. The words “his seniors’’ mentioned in the clause 
are interpreted by the management as any of the persons 
in the same scale olf pay irrespective of the category of 
technician or administrative staff. For example, it is pointed 
out that Ext. W2, guidelines for promotion, Annexure-I 
shows that SI. No. 18 - Khalasi grade ‘C\ Khalasi grade ‘B’ 
and Khalasi grade’ A’ and SI. No. 38 - Steno Typist Gr. II, 
Gr. I and Sr. grade typist are in the same scale of pay and 
their line of promotion is as shown above. Therefore it is 
contended by the management that a Khalasi Grade 'A’, if 
granted higher grade prior to 1 -1 -1993, he would be senior 
to a senior grade typist who gets higher grade after 1-1- 
1993. Such a senior grade typist cannot be permitted to 
draw a higher pay than a Khalasi grade ‘A’. Hence according 
to the management the words “his senior” in clause 21 (ii) 
of Ext. M2 settlement means, a worker who gets higher 
scale, by virtue of promotion or higher grade, prior in time, 
is senior to a worker who is eligible to get the same higher 
scale later, irrespective of the category to which both belong 
i.e. technical staff or administrative staff. According to the 
management there can be only one category in one scale 
whether they are technical or administrative staff. 
Therefore, the words “his senior” means the senior in the 
same scale of pay. Whereas according to the union “his 
senior” means senior in the same category who follows the 
same line of promotion. For example, the line of promotion 
of Steno Typist is Steno Typist Grade II, Grade 1, Senior 
Grade Steno Typist and Confidential Assistant/Personal 
Secretary. The line of promotion of technical staff is from 
among the technical staff only. 

7. The contention of the management appears to be 
a circumvented interpretation. Ext. W3 is Office Order No. 
135 of the company. It contains the rules governing 
seniority of the employees of the company. It is dated 
22-8-1985. Clause 12 says that seniority lists would be 
prepared and maintained category-wise. It is further 
mentioned that when more than one category of posts 
constitute the feeder categories for promotion to a post, a 
combined seniority list of employees in all those feeder 
categories of posts will be prepared. So far as this case is 
concerned, the feeder categories of Confidential Assistants 
are Senior Grade Steno Typists and the feeder category of 
Senior Grade Steno Typists is Senior Typist Grade I and 
below that Grade II. No technicians or machine operators 
can be posted to any of the posts of Steno Typists merely 
on the basis that both categories are drawing the same 
scale. By no imagination these two sides of the staff can be 
categorised into one because their promotional prospects 
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arc different and staff on the technical side cannot be posted 
on the administrative side because of the lack of skill or 
knowledge in that field. The converse is the position with 
regard to Stenographers or staff on the administrative side. 
Moreover it is mentioned in Ext. W2, Annexurc -Ill Clause 
3 that if any workman who was drawing equal or higher 
pay as compared to his junior belonging to the feeder 
category of the same higher post and was promoted earlier 
or along with the junior to the same higher post, receives 
less pay than his junior workman, the pay of the senior 
workman in the promoted scale may be stepped up to equal 
that of the junior workman In lacl that is the remedy that is 
available if a senior sailers because of lesser pay than his 
junior. Bui, both should be belonging to the same category 
and not different categories. The prospects of promotion 
of technical staff arc higher than the steno typists. They 
latter arc only a very lew in the company and then promotion 
naturally would be very slow . To tide over that difficulty 
higher grade is given. The fact that the technical staff and 
administrative staff were drawing same scale ( pay while 
working in their lower rungs of service is no juiail ication to 
treat both as belonging to the same category i\ is relevant 
to note a reply letter of the company to its Assistant 
General Manager w ho had made a represent anon regarding 
anomaly in his pay. It is Ext. W5 It is stated that rectification 
of anomaly in pay, where a junior employee draws higher 
pay than that of a senior on account of implementation of 
revised scale of pay could be done by stepping up of the 
pay of the senior, provided the senior and the junior 
employees belong to the same feeder category. As such, 
the pay of AGM (MS) cannot be modified. Thus it points 
out that disparity could arise in fixation of pay only in ease 
the junior and the senior belong to the same category and 
not different categories. 

8. It was strongly contended by the union that the 
pay of the 3 workmen in this ease w'erc reduced in order to 
equalize it with that of the Accounts Officer, Shri C. K. Joy. 
The contention is supported by the very statement of the 
company Ext. \V6 before ALC(C) in the industrial dispute 
filed by the unions. Ext. W7 is another statement submitted 
by the management again to ALC(C). It is elcai hoin both 
statements that the pay of workers was reduced in order to 
equalize it with the pay ol Accounts Officer, Shit v. -K. Joy. 
According to the management Shri C.K. Joy is senior to the 
Senior Grade Typists in this ease and such iixalion is in 
accordance with Clause 21 (ii) of Ext. M2. But it isclcar from 
Ext. W7 that Smt. Vasanthy became senior grade typist w.c.f. 
14-1-1985 while Shri C.K. Joy became Assistant Accounts 
Officer only on 1-9-1990. Thereafter he became Accounts 
Officer on 1 -9-1998. Whereas Smt. Vasanthy got higher grade 
while in the post oi Senior Grade Steno Typist on 1-1-1993. 
So also, Smt. Vasanthy had joined service in i 978 while Shri 
C.K Joy in 1979. These two persons cannot be categorized 
into one as neither Smt. Vasanthy can be an Aev> “Utis Qtticcr 
nor Shri C.K. Joy can be a Steno Typist. Tbcu lines of 
promotion arc dif ferent. Therefore, there is no ;iindication 
in comparing the post ol Accounts Officer with the Steno 
Typist. The categories of staff arc to be decided according 
to the line of promotion and the qualification required in 
respective posts. It is to be noted that even when the 


Assistant Accounts Officer Shri C.K. Joy .became the 
Accounts Officer the Steno Typists in this case had not 
reached the top of their promotional ladder as Confidential 
Assistants. There is bleak chance for them to reach that 
height before their retirement. It is for such stagnation in the 
same scale that grade is given periodically. This will 
compensate an employee for the delay in promotion. Going 
by Clause 21 (i) of Ext. M2 settlement, the stenographers in 
this case are entitled to the benefits of revision and their 
basic pay cannot be brought down to equalize with any of 
the persons in a different category. “His seniors in the 
clause means only seniors among the steno typists so far as 
steno typists arc concerned. The long term settlement docs 
not say that if an employee is entitled to benefit ot revision 
as a workman and as an officer, that one of such benefits 
shall be denied to him. There is no such provision in the 
settlement. Till 13-! 1993 the steno typists in this ease were 
workers in the senior grade. As per long terms settlement 
they were entitled to revised scale of pay w.e.f. 1-1-1993 as 
workmen (senior grade). Meanwhile on 14-1-1993 they got 
higher grade while in the post ol senior grade. Thus their 
scale changed and became the scale of olficcr. Since the 
settlement was signed in 1997, though it was given 
retrospective effect from 1-1-1993, again the pay ol these 
typists had to be revised on 14- M 993. They might have got 
two revisions in a span of 13 days. The settlement does not 
ban that benefit. But it is io be noted that the benefit was 
given after a number of years ol sendee, in 1998. Had a long 
term agreement been there on the respective dates of their 
promotion to higher grade they would have got the benefits 
then and there. An employee who was in the cadre ol 
workman as on 1-1-1993 was cligibled to get pay at the 
revised scale which cannot be denied by the employer. If 
that workman got a higher grade that is due to him as per 
terms of settlement, lie is also entitled to get pay at the 
revised scale in the higher grade. The difference is that 
though the settlement was in 1997 these revised scales 
came into force w.c.l. 1-1-1993. The same benefit the 
employees would have got periodically had there been a 
settlement on time. Even if for a short spell there was no 
long term settlement, all such benefits were conferred later 
when the company began to prosper. Hence the 
interpretation ot the management regarding pay fixation ol 
steno typists is unreasonable and not in accordance with 
the terms ol settlement, there is no reason to reduce the 
pay or equalize the pay ol with that any other category ol 
employees including the Accounts Officer, Shri C.K. Joy. 
Point is answered accordingly. 

9. In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
fixation of pay of Smt. V.P Mohini, Smt. K. Vasanty and 
Smt. P. Lalithambika is not correctly done. They are entitle 
to get pay fixed in accordance w ith clause 21 (i) of Article 
XV of Memorandum of Settlement dated 27-5-1997 without 
any reduction as mentioned in C lause 21 (ii). No cost. The 
award will take effect one month after its publication in the 
Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her. corrected and passed by me on this the 4th 
day of December. 2006. 


P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 
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APPENDIX 

Witness for the Unions : 

WWI - Shri Darions D’Cruz 
Witness for the Management: 

MW1 - Shri N.K. Anil Kumar 
Exhibits for the Union : 

W1 - Copy of Memorandum of Settlement dated 
27-5-1997. 

W2 - Copy of guidelines for promotion of workmen. 

W3 - Photostat copy of O/o No. 135 of KMML dated 

22- 8-1985. 

W4 - Photostat copy of O/o No.321 dated 1-11-1993. 

W5 - Photostat copy of letter dated 8-9-1999 issued 
by DGM (P&A) KMML to Shri K.P. Srrekumar. 

W6 - Photostat copy letter dated 6-10-2000 issued 
by the Managing Director, KMML to ALC(C), 
Thiruvananthapuram. 

W7 - Photostat copy of letter dated 7-12-2000 issued 
by the DGM (P&A), KMML to ALC( C), 
Thiruvananthapuram. 

W8 - Photostat copy of representation dated 
7-8-2000 submitted by unions to the Managing 
Director, KMML. 

W9 - Memorandum of Settlement dated 28-5-1999. 

W10- Photostat copy of Minutes of the Meeting dated 

23- 1 -2004 between management and unions. 

Exhibits for the Management: 

M1 - Photostat copy of Memorandum of Settlement 
dated 3-9-1994. 

* M2 - Memorandum of Settlement dated 27-5-1997. 

M3 -List of employees of the Pigment Unit of KMML 
who are eligible for higher grade promotion. 

M4 - Memorandum of Settlement dated 28-5-1999. 
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New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 161.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CR No. 
35/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Bangalore now as shown in theAnnexure 


in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Hutti Gold Mines and their 
workman which was received by the Central Government 
on. 22-12-2006 > 

[No. L-29011/2/2002-IR (MX 4 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECh^RAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

Dated; 28th August, 2006 
PRESENT 

Shri A. R. Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 
C.R No. 35/2002 


I Party 

Sh. C. Ramachandrappa, 
C/o Shri Fathirajan, 
President, HGML 
Chitradurga Gold 
Union, PB No. 4, 
CHITRADURGA. 


I Party 

II Party 


II Party 

The Deputy General 
Manager 
M/s. Hutti Gold 
Mines, Chitradurga 
Gold Unit, 

PBNo.4, 

CHITRADURGA. 


APPEARANCES 


Shri H N Venkatesh 
Advocate 
Smt. UshaRani 
Advocate’ 


AWARD 


The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section (1) and Sub-section 
2 A of the Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
has referred this dispute vide Order No. L-29011/2/2002 
(1R(M)) dated 18-07-2002 for adjudication on the following 
schedule: 

Schedule 

“Whether the industrial dispute raised by HGML 
Chitradurga Gold Unit Employees Association 
against the management of Hutti Gold Mines Co. 
Ltd. , over .anomalies in promotion in the case of 
Sh. C Ramachandrappa justified ? If so, to what 
relief the concerned workman is entitled?’' 

2. The case of the first party workman whose case 
has been espoused by Hutti Gold Mines Limited, 
Chitradurga Gold Unit Employees Association as made 
out, in the claim statement, in brief is that he joined the 
services of the management as a Disc Clerk on 26-7-1974 
and after having opted for V R S, his services came to be 
relieved on 23-11-2001. He contended that on account of 
promotion anomalies he raised the dispute with the 
management that he has been denied promotion in 
preference to many of his Juniors promoted on 28-8-2000. 
He made representation immediately there after on 
27-6-2000 and again on 28-6-2000 when another batch of 
his juniors were promoted denying him the legitimate right 
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of his promotion. Had he been promoted he would have 
got more benefits towards gratuity and other service 
benefits; that one Mr. E P Thippeswamy and others who 
are Juniors to him have been promoted as per order dated 
27-6-2000 and 28-6-2000 and therefore he requested the 
management to accord notional promotion to him and to 
pay all monetary benefits; that the action of the 
management in denying promotion to him while giving 
promotion to his juniors during 2000 was illegal and 
therefore direction may be given to the management to 
promote him setting right the anomaly in promotion and to 
pay him consequential benefits. 

3. The management by its counter statement, among, 
other grounds contended that first party was working as a 
Disc Clerk and after having opted for V R S, his V R S 
application was accepted and was relieved from the 
management company w.e.f. 24-11-2001 and all his dues 
have been settled and therefore now he cannot raise an 
Industrial Dispute and it is liable to be rejected as not 
maintainable; that due to acute financial crises coupled 
with non-availability of graded ore to sustain the unit the 
company was making all its efforts to guide the destiny of 
the mine as nearly 500 employees were depended on its 
unit and therefore management offered V R S for the 
employees; that the I party who was working as Disc Clerk 
was not diligent in his performance and whittled away the 
opportunities provided to him to work as an Canteen 
Supervisor but his performance was not good even as an 
Canteen Supervisor, therefore, he was again taken back to 
original post of Disc Clerk. He was also tried as a Time 
Section but has never shown interest in his work, he was 
unable to perform his duties and whereas said Mr. E P 
Thippeswamy was capable of handling work independently 
and was efficient with his good performance, therefore 
though he was junior to the I party but keeping in view his 
efficiency, skill, knowledge etc., was promoted. That the 
committee will recommend promotions as promotions are 
based on seniority and efficiency but the I party was not 
found eligible to be considered for promotion despite given 
him sufficient opportunity to improve his work and 
performance; that in view of the V R S introduced by the 
management, the 1 party had opted for V R S and his 
application having been accepted he has been relieved 
from duties, therefore, he cannot raise present dispute and 
therefore the reference is liable to the dismissed. 

4. The I party workman in support of his case filed 
his affidavit evidence by way of examination-in-chief 
reiterating the averments made by him in his claim statement 
staling that he opted for V R S as more than 27 Juniors to 
him were promoted from workmen cadre in the post to Disc 
Clerk to the post of Second Division Clerk and his seniority 
was overlooked. He further stated that on account of denial 
of promotion to him there has been a great financial loss 
and mental agony suffered by the I party. In his cross 
examination he denied the suggestion that his performance 


as a Disc Clerk was not satisfactory and so also his 
performance as a Canteen Supervisor was not found 
satisfactory and that despite the opportunity given to him 
to improve his performance he failed to do so. He denied 
the suggestion that there is a departmental committee to 
access the performance of the workman for the purpose of 
promotion and said Thippeswamy though happened to be 
his Junior got promotion on account of his performance 
ofthe work and that promotion was being given on the 
basis of the performance by the employees concerned. He 
admitted that he has taken V R S and had taken 
compensation but denied the suggestion that his dispute 
subsequent to V R S is not maintainable. In his further 
examination-in-chief following 11 documents have been 
marked at Ex W-l to Ex W-11: 

“1. Copy of Certificate of service dt. 18-12-2001. 

2. List of workers promoted dt. 27-06-2000. 

3. List of workers promoted dt. 28 -08 -2000. 

4. Promotion order dt. 28-7-2000 of Siddappa. 

5. Promotion order dt. 24-6-2000 of P. S. Nagendra 
Reddy and Sri B. R. Manjunatha. 

6. Promotion order dt. 24-6-2000 of Sri Rajappa and 
V. V. Chandran. 

7. Promotion order dt, 24-6-2000 of Sml. P. V. 
Vimalkutty. 

8. Promotion order dl. 12-7-2000 of MVijaya Kumar 
and Sri G. K. Govinda Reddy. 

9. Promotion order dt. 12-7-2000 of P R 
Siddallingappa. 

10. Promotion order dt. 24-6-2000 of G. Surcsh. 

11. 2 salary slips in originals pertaining to I party 
for the month of October 2001 November 2001 
and November. 

5. The Management on its behalf filed an affidavit of 
Deputy Manager (Personnel), reiterating the various 
contentions taken by it in the Counter Statement resisting 
the claim of the I party. In his exami nation-in-chief following 
10 documents were marked at Ex M-l to Ex M-10: 

‘i. Application by letter dt. 08-10-2001 by Mr. C. 
Ramaehandrappa. 

2. Acceptance of Voluntary Rctireihent Scheme 
Application dated 24-10-2001. 

3. Relieving Order by letter dt, 23-11-2001. 

4. Undertaking given by C. Ramaehandrappa. 
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5. Two settlement voucher of C. Ramachandrappa. 

6. Application for gratuity by C. Ramachandrappa 

7. Gratuity settlement receipt of C. 
Ramachandrappa. 

8. Personnel Card of C. Ramachandrappa 
containing two pages. 

9. Office Order by letter dt. 15-4-2000 with regard 
to work allocation. 

10. Procedure for promotional Roster letter dt. 
3*4-2000.” 

and there was no cross-examination to this witness on 
behalf of the 1 party, he being discharged as he and his 
counsel remained absent when the case was taken up for 
his cross-examination. 

6. When the matter was taken up for final arguments 
on merits, on 3-8-2006,1 party and his counsel remained 
absent and after hearing the learned counsel for the 
management case is posted for this day for award. 

7. Learned Counsel for the management argued that 
first of all the present dispute is not maintainable, it being 
raised in the year 2002 when the J party was not in the 
service of the management having been relieved from duties 
under V R S as far back as 23-11-2001. It was further argued 
that the promotion policy of the management is based upon 
Seniority-cum-Performance and since the I party as a Disc 
Clerk or as a Canteen Supervisor did not improve his 
performance, he was not considered for promotion and 
whereas performance of his Juniors being found 
satisfactory, they have been promoted in preference to the 
I party. She also contended that the statement of the 
management witness speaking to the aforesaid facts has 
also gone unchallenged and undisputed there being no 
cross-examination for the I party and therefore the affidavit 
of the I party stating that he has been denied promotion 
illegally is liable to be rejected not being supported by any 
independent evidence and in the absence of the cross- 
examination of the management witness. 

8. After having gone through the records, I find 
substance in the arguments advanced for the management. 
As argued for the management, the mere affidavit of the 
I party saying that he has been denied promotion illegally 
in preference to his Juniors cannot be taken a proof 
sufficient to suggest that the management acted illegally 
in denying him promotion in preference to his juniors. The 
documents produced by the I party at Ex W-1 to Ex W -11 
will not advance his cause any further. Ex W-l is the 
certificate of service dated 18-12-2001 and it is not relevant 
for the purpose except but to suggest that he has been 


relieved from service on 23-11-2001 under V R S scheme. 
The documents at Ex W-2 to Ex W-10 arc the various order 
promoting other employees on various duties mentioned 
therein and these are the promotion orders taken place in 
the year 2000, the last document at Ex W-ll and the two 
pay slips in original of the management of October 2001 
and November 2001. Therefore, these documents will not 
help the case of the I party except to suggest that many of 
the Juniors have been promoted in the year 2000 in 
preference to his case for promotion. 

9. As noted above statement of the management 
witness and the documents produced by the management 
have gone unchallenged and undisputed. Particularly his 
evidence that performance of the I party was not found 
satisfactory though he was given ample opportunities as a 
Disc Clerk and as a Canteen Supervisor. His statement that 
there is a Departmental Promotion Committee to look into 
the merits of the promotion based on the efficiency in the 
work and the performance for recommendation of promotion 
in respect of any employee has again remained undisputed 
not being contraverted there being no cross examination 
to the said witness. The fact that I party has been relieved 
from duty w.e.f. 23-11-2001 after having opted for V R S, 
inf act has been very much admitted by the I party himself 
and therefore as argued for the management the reference 
on hand for the dispute raised by the I party in the year 
2002 after having been relieved from service w.e.f. 
23-11-2001, first of all has to be dismissed as undisputedly 
as on the date he raised disputed was not the employee of 
the management; secondly on merits also there is absolutely 
no case made out by the I party that denial of his promotion 
by the management was illegal or arbitrary. As noted above, 
the statement of MW 1 who had spoken to the fact that the 
performance of the I party as Disc Clerk and Canteen 
Supervisor was not found satisfactory and therefore his 
Juniors have been promoted has not been challenged or 
denied there being no cross-examination to him on behalf 
of the I party, likewise his statement that it is the 
Departmental Promotion Committee who recommends for 
promotion based on efficient knowledge of work etc., and 
that I party was not found suitable for promotion by the 
said committee has again remained controverted there being 
no cross-examination to the said witness by the I party.In 
the result, the reference on hand deserves no merits and 
therefore liable to be rejected. Hence, the following award: 

ORDER 

Reference stand dismissed. No orders to costs. 

(Dictated to LD C, transcribed by him, corrected and signed 
by me on 28th August, 2006) 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 162, —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. NGP/55/ 
2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Nagpur now as shown in the Anncxure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Manganese Ore (India) Ltd. and their 
workman which was received by the Central Government 
An 22-12-2006. 

[No. L-27012/3/94-IR(M)] 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A.N.YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

CASE NO. NGP/55/2002 Date 30-11-2006 

Shri Mannalal Nagote, 

Through The Secretary General, 

Rakshtriya Manganese Mazxloor Sangh, 

[ INTUC] .. . .Petitioner 

Versus 

The Chairman-cum- Managing Director, 

Manganese Ore [I] Ltd., 

3, Mount Road Extension, 

N agpur. ... .Respondent 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Mannalal Nagote, 
Though The Secretary General, Rakshtriya Manganese 
Mazdoor Sangh [INTUC] Party No. 1 and The Chairman- 
enm-Managing Director, Manganese Ore [I, | Ltd., 3, Mount 
Road Extension, Nagpur Party No. 2 referred the same for 
adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter Nc. L-27012/3/ 
94-IR(Misc.) Dt. 09-06-1995 under clause (d) of sub section 
(1) & (2 A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
[ 14 of 1947] with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the Sr. Manager [Mines] 
Tirodi Mine of Manganese Ore [India] Ltd., P. 0. Tirodi, 
Distt. Balaghat [M.P.] in dismissing Shri Mannalal 


Nagote Clerk Grade I of Tirodi Mine of MOIL w.c.f. 
afternoon of 11-01-1994 is proper and justified? If not to 
what relief the said workman is entitled to 7' 

3. It appears that the petitioner Shri Mannalal 
Nagote Clerk Grade No. I of Tirode Mine of MOIL has been 
dismissed after completing inquiry for the charges of 
committing fraud and cheat mg etc.w.c.f. 11-01-1994. The 
petitioner challenged it before A.L.C. and as the disputes 
were not settled as mentioned above. A reference is made 
by the Ministry to the Tribunal. It seems that the reference 
was initially made to CGIT-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as 
at that time there was no independent Tribunal at Nagpur. 
No body appeared before it and it was pending for a 
statement of claim till 11/07/2002. On which date the 
reference has been transferred to the CGIT-cuni-Labour 
Court, Nagpur consequent upon the establishment of this 
Tribunal. 

4. Here at Nagpur against the notices were issued to 
the parties even by registered post but nobody appeared 
in response to them and the dispute was pending for filing 
the Statement of Claim by the Petitioner. However, on 
29-07-2004 the counsel for the Respondent MOIL 
Mr. Shashi appeared and filed his written statement though 
the Statement of Claim on behalf of Petitioner was not on 
record. The petitioner continued to remain absent and the 
case remain pending for filing the Statement of Claim by 
him. On 20/09/2006 also it was pending for filing the 
Statement of Claim by the petitioner, nobody appeared till 
this period on any of the dates on behalf of the petitioner. 
Consequently the Statement of Claim is never filed by the 
petitioner. It. seems that though it is pending from 1995 
the petitioner did not care to fi le any Statement of Claim 
and I do not think it is necessary or proper to continue the 
case for the same reason, though more than 10 years are 
lapsed. It indicates that the petitioner is not interested and 
he is not at all entitled for any relief as claimed by him. In 
the result I answer the dispute in the negative that he is not 
entitled for any relief or action taken by the management is 
proper and justified. Its stands dismissed for the default of 
the petitioner for not filing of the Statement of Claim. Thus 
the award. 

Dated 30-11-2006 A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
22 PWUR, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 163.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. NGP/ 
156/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Nagpur now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Employee State Insurance Corporation 
and their workman which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-12-2006. 

[No. L- 1501 l/l/2003-IR(M)] 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A.N.YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-IABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 


CASE NO. NGP/156/2003 Date 1-12-2006 


Petitioner : The President, ESIC.SRO, 

Party No. 1 Panchdeep Bhavan, Ganeshpeth, 

Nagpur-440018. 

Versus 


Respondent : The Joint Director, 

Party No. 2 Employee State Insurance 

Corporation Panchdeep Bhawan, 
Ganeshpeth, Nagpur 

AWARD 

Dated: 1st December 2006 


1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between THE PRESIDENT, ESIC, 
SRO, Panchdeep, Bhavan, Ganeshpeth, Nagpur- 
440 018 Party No. 1 and THE JOINT DIRECTOR, Employee 
Slate Insurance Corporation Panchdeep Bhawan, 
Ganeshpeth, Nagpur Party No.2 referred the same for 
adjudication to this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-15011/1/ 
2003 [1R(M)] Dt. 02-07-2003 undo: clause (d) of sub Section 
(1) and sub Section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes 
Act. 1947 [ 14 of 1947] with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of ESI 
Corporation Nagpur through its Joint Director in not paying 
proportionate wages to the part time Sweeper / Scavengers 
and Water Carriers engaged by their offices is proper, legal 
and justified? If not, what relief the said part time 
Scavengers Sweepers and water carriers are eligible to 

3. The perusal of record indicates that the present 
petitioner did not attend the Tribunal despite the notice 
right from the receipt of the disputes to the court. The 
Respondent on 26-07-2005 appeared and his counsel filed 
the Vakalatnama Later on nobody appeared even till today 


i.e. on01-12-2006 when the case came up for hearing before 
the Tribunal. This indicates the petitioner is not at all 
interested and no purpose will be served in keeping the 
case pending. Hence it is dispose of for default of the 
petitioner. The dispute is answered that the action of the 
management is proper and the petitioner is not entitled for 
any relief. 

Hence this award. 

Dated 1-12-2006 A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

22 2006 

^T,3TT. 164.—sjkilPM) Pc|«tl4 1947 (1947 

14) SIRT 17 ^ ^ tMN 

3jfa- (slsdl) RiFh^-s upturn 4 

4»4<*»kT ^ appro 4 

■ppsETt 4) 78/2002) t, 41 

^ 22-12-2006 W 

[tf. ^1-27012/4/97-3^ 31R(T9)] 
TpT, 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 164*—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. NGP778/ 
2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Nagpur now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of The Manganese Ore (India) Ltd. and their 
workman which was received by the Central Government 
on 22-12-2006. 


[No. L-27012/4/97-IR(M)] 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE ami A. N. YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-IABOURCOURT, NAGPUR 

CASE NO. NGP/78/2002 Date 1-12-2006 


Petitioner : 

Snat. Laxmibai W/o Late Shri Venkat 

Party No. 1 

Kishan Somkuwar, S. M. K. K. Sangh, 
The President Kamgar Bhawan, 

Hard as Nagar, Kamptee, 

Dist Nagpur. 


Versus 

Respondent : 
Party No. 2 

The Manganese Ore, (India) Ltd., 

3, Mount Road, Extension, Nagpur 
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AWARD 

Dated : 1st December, 2006 

1. The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Smt. Laxmibai W/o Late Shri 
Vcnkal Kishan Somkuwar, S.M.K.K. Sangh, The President 
Kamgar Bhawan, Hardas Nagar, Kamptec, Dist. Nagpur 
Parly No. 1 and The Joint Director, Employee State 
Insurance Corporation Panehdecp Bhawan, Ganeshpeth, 
Nagpur Party No. 2 referred the same for adjudication to 
this Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-27012/4/97-IR(M) Dt. 
04-02-1998 under clause (d) of sub Section (1) &Sub Section 
(2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947) with the following schedule. 

2. '‘Whether the action of the management of 
Manganese Ore, (India) Ltd., Nagpur in not providing job 
to Smt. Laxmibai widow of Shri Venkat Somkuwar a piece 
rates through the President Sidharth Manganese Khadan 
Kamgar Sangh, K amp tee, Dist. Nagpur on the ground of 
her medical unfitness, is legal, proper and justified? If not 
to what relief Smt. Laxmibai is eligible T 

3. The reference came up for hearing on 1-12-2006 
before the Tribunal, nobody is present for any of the party. 
The perusal of record indicates that the dispute w as initially 
referred to C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur. It was later 
oil transferred to this court in the month of August 2002. 
The notices were sent to the Petitioner as well as to the 
management even by registered post nobody appeared 
right from the date of receipt of the reference. The petitioner 
or the Union representative did not file their appearance in 
the case for near about 4 years. The counsel for the 
Management appeared and he has filed even W.S. but the 
Petitioner or the Union has not filed even a Statement of 
Claim till today. 1 do not think it proper to continue the case 
pending for filing of the Statement of Claim though the 
petitioner is not attending the court from such long time. 
Hence it is disposed of for the default of the petitioner. Its 
stands as dismissed and the award is passed that the action 
of the management is legal, proper and the petitioner is not 
entitled for any relief. 

Hcncc this award. 

Dated I -12-2006 A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

fwt, 22 2006 

W.3TT. 165.—fqqi<v 1947 (1947 

37T 14) 37t 3TCT 17 ^ 7R37K 4 ^1#5T 

3TR ($Ts<4l) RrtfHdS 37 33333 ^ M'Jl'hT "33^ 

3-4+hT 37 #3, 3TJ33 3 f33T^ 3 3^fa 

7TT37TC afterrf’n* ^ 1 ^ <£ xf^T3 ( 773 ^ 

« 1373 -^fr 29/2004) 3ft 331^13 Wt t, # 373fct 
3T37R 33 22- 12-2006 37t W |3TT 3T I 

[3. -q^T-27011/8/2003-33^ 337(370] 
33. 3^1. 3TO, ^737 3rf%137R( 


New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 165. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. NGP/29/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court Nagpur now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. Manganese Ore (India) Ltd. and 
their workman which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-12-2006. 

[No. L-2701 l/8/2003-IR(M)J 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A. N. YADAV PRESIDINGOFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT,NAGPUR 

CASE NO. NGP/29/2004 Date 4-12-2006 

Petitioner/Worker S hri B hushan Laxman, Piece rated 

Party No. 1 Worker of Chikhla Mine, through the 

Secretary, Rashtriya Manganese 
Mazdoor Sangh, (INTUC) Bansi Villa 
Compound, Katol Road, 
Nagpur-440013 

Versus 

Respondenl/Management The General Manager (P), 
Party No. 2 M. O. (I) Ltd., 3 Mount 

Extension, P. 0. Box No 34, 
Nagpur-440001. 

AWARD 

Dated: 4th December 2006 

1. The Central Govepiment after satisfying the 
existence of dispute between Shri Bhushan Laxman, 
through the Secretary,Rashtriya Manganese Mazdoor 
Sangh, (INTUC) Bansi Villa Compound, Katol Road, 
Nagpur-440013 Party No. 1 and The General Manager 
(P) Party No. 2 referred the same for adjudication to this 
Tribunal vide its Letter No. L-2701 l/8/2003-IR(M) Dt. 24- 
02-2004 under clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub Section 
(2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947) with the following schedule. 

2. “Whether the action of the management of 
Manganese Ore, (India) Ltd., Nagpur in imposing the 
penalty of dismissal w.c.f. 15-1-2003. on Shri Bhushan 
Laxman,Piece rated worker of Chikhla Mine, is justified?If 
not to what relief the workman concerned is entitled ? M 

3. The reference came for hearing on before the 
Tribunal, on 4-12-2006. Today the petitioner is absent and 
on behalf of respondent his counsel is present. It seems 
that the notices of this reference were issued to both the 
parties on 13-6-2005. Nobody appeared for the petitioner 
on behalf of Management its counsel is present. The 
petitioner workman never appeared before this court either 
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in response to the notice issued by the Ministry or a notice 
issued by this Tribunal. Right from 13-6-2005 the case is 
pending for Statement of Claim and till today even the 
statement of claim is not filed, though more than the year 
has been lapsed. This indicates that the petitioner is not 
interested in prosecuting the reference as he is not 
attending the court Hence it is dispose of for his default 
and. the reference is answer that the petitioner workman 
party No. 1 Bhushan Laxman is not entitled for any relief 
and the action of the management is legal and proper. 
Hence this award. 

Dated 4-12-2006 A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

9f f377l), 22 f9TR97, 2006 

W.3TT. 166.—ftsjlR'195 19919 3lfft999, 1947 (1947 
951 14 ) 95) 9R1 17 ft 3T37R91 3, ftkk 7R95R Pg^TdH 

R-iPh^s ft R9999 ft 779^ fftftRnft ft? 99ft +49 , kY 
ft 9N, srjftq ft m* ftftPi* k9i9 ft ftft9 7R95R 
3i)-eilPi«t> 34995191/99 -9i9id9 arsrftr ft w (719ft trsrt 

7ft 39^ ft 31R 8/99) ft) R95lP¥ld 9579) t, Rj) ftkk TK+R 
ft) 22-12-2006 95) RT9T $3U «n | 

[7T. T^f-29012/47/99-3llf 3TR(99) ] 
9ft. 9TT. 9kl, tT95 
New Delhi, the 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 166.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No, CITR/8/ 
99) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-curn- 
Labour Court Ajmer now as shown in the Annexure in 
Ihc Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the manageipent of Hindustan Zinc Ltd. and their workman 
which was received by the Central Government on 
22-12-2006. 

[No: L-29012/47/99-IR(M)] 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
3 

-MNM-n sm TT?i 3foftR l 9> -UimRwui , 3nk7 (7T3T. ) 

atfaewfl ft ft. ttr y)«u<Hd, 

R95T9 TRs91-7l)31lfft31R-8/1999 

^7? ft. TJ<9-29012/47/99/ftt3!rT () 
28-5-99 

ft cllfts IWTlftk TJ9 ?ft HidPHtj 71% 
fftift-ftift 79 ^ 951 , 

ditftd 7ftf fftll *fl<r1c»1ST, 719. Rift 

P^TAId 1995 RiPh^S, 9) RM7d tftiR, 

TPRJTT SlPpi 9T571, 

ftciqisi (TT5T.) awkf 


dftWd : 9ft TIT?. ft.T?k9, 3lf9999I,Rftl 
9ft 99)9 ?ik, 3jf9999i, 3TOisfti 

ftw 22-11-2006 

3i9it 

ft? TIT95R 3J7T tkft Iqqis pTR R95R t 

“Whether the action of the management of Hindustan 
Zinc Ltd., Rampura, Aghucha Mines, P.O. Aghucha 
Distt. Bhilwara in terminating the service of Sh. 
Lokendria Singh Rathore S/o Shri Man Singh 
Rathore w.e.f. 1-1-91 is legal and justified”? If not 
what relief the concerned workman is entitled to T' 

ftfeTT ft 7TO 9RfT99 3?kl Rift ^9Rkft 

fft9T9 ft ftftti 1ft9i I % Rift ftft95 Rfim) eft rr ftw 
22-9-89 ft 5R1 750/-75. RT99K RT 951^3 fftft95 ft 99 RT 
Pd^dd 19591 991 911 Rl^RM 99 ft' aftq 9RR-7m 97 95lft 
*kt ftrftk?9R 31-12-90 995 ft ffti 7^91991^ 9ft I Rift 
ft 22-9-89 ft 31-12-90 995 19797 95fft3 Mfth ft 99 RT 
240199 ft ftft95 379f9 995 9ilftd TFT I TT979 Tfl9I9 Rfftlft 
9RT fft9T 9911 Rf9R9l) Rift 9511ftftR(95 911 f93?95 1-1-91 
ft) llftmft ft 9I«ft ft) 9ik 97 7^ft ft |ftR 9i7 ftRI fft719iT 
95)$ 9517RT 9?T 99191 9 ft ft91 ^99) 951 Perl Rad 3?lft?l fftlll 
ft9T 7T9T9T 957ft ft 9 ftt$ ftfSTT ?991 9 ft)$ f99T9k 
95Rkftt ft) ^jfft 9ft Tlfft 3KI 9ff 9ft 319: 9171 25ft9> 
3ftftf99?f99K 3Tf999 977T99 fft9T tl 3R1: ftcR 77f?9 
7H*ff 9ft 3ft79lfftl 9»7ft 9ft 9T«f9t 9ft 9ft tl 

ftftW) ft 997 ft 3?f99 f9591 t 1ft Rift ftftrft ft 
fftftsB ft ft995 9Ff t ftRTftftl 99 979 ft 9799 9ft 
tkll 99 tft?195 22-9-89 ft ft 7W 11ft Rift 9ft 9r95Tcft 

T^T?. ft), ft. TFfwjjti ft IfttiiPtvi 97 99ft ktftf ftrfftiftr 

ft ft ftr 99ft 95T9feRl ft 95lft 957ft kft9 95lft S?*?^ 
Pftq> 1ftkft9 ft fci^ ftft 3t9lf9? ft 95lft ft 
ft ft RTF ft fek 95lft fft9T 991 911 ITT R95R 999W ft 
Rift)<991 sftr Rlftlddl ft 7T99 9ft ftl RfrPTft ft) ft9<9 «JJ|dH 
95) fkftRR) ft)l 99. ft. 3?). 9519kp? ft 79119 9>) 95ft) ft 
95R9 Tjfft 319lfft ft 95Rf ft Rlftf 9ft 719191 991 911 
"39999 ft kft9 ^ift 95ft ft) 7flfta ft) 3T9fcf ftft ft 9>9 
951^99 95R Tf^TT 91 9 1ft 95^99 9195 TtfftTI Rffttft) ft 
f99k9 tj 997 kRr^d r%ri fl Tiuicikfti 977T#3T ft 919 
ftnk Rift t 91 fftlfft 7T9T9R 9ft ft R95lfft9 957 Rlft91 99 
^nftffti 9R 97)99 ftr W9 9ft Rift) ti TisjR Rqfftkf eft 

9 fkkn 97 - 4 H<i 9 995 9ft ft fft9 Ttai Rirai t 9397ft 
TftkK ft91 ftft 97 f99fftd tftftRR ft 7791 RJI9T tl 19797 
240 ft9 95lft 957ft ft f95R tl Rift ft.$T$dH fft95 951 95^ 
95k 9?11959119F 91712(00) 3ftW)Pi9> f99I9 3?fft. ft 3ia*)a 


308 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JANUARY 20,2007/PAUSA 30, 1928 


[Part II— Si:e. 3(ii)l 


4 arfkrr 4 ' 333733 ii 44 ? fwfir 4 41410 rr 

faflf 33f4fR3R *4 %4t R3f RTR 4? RT^f f44 *tl4 4? 

JHNV9-+>dl Rff *3?l 3373 4f *r4t fTRTT RR4 4? RT*fa3 4? f I 

•gr*fi 4 3 tr4 r4r 41 444 4 3f4 rr wr rr rttjtt 
rr- nfiTOfauT wn11 yd J iidTire?4Rf4ff. 1 4Rf4 
f«3. 8 3t4#' 4? 443! RfftlTT iWIW 3R7J33 4? I 44383? 4 
r4?r ^tm rt£ rrrr'sirt rti wr rr 'srcgd rr •gfwtem 
«»<ctH i f i y^tstld rtsr 4 rr4 t?*t- 1 4 26 wOg? 4? Rf4ri 
RffflTT RRR3 RR RTTpT 4? I 

fWISl R3T foiRT, 4dld4? R7T 3iqelWi fRRTT I 
333*3? 4 33f*3RR73T 4 1994 (2) .33RTT?D3R 32 ^2fcl 4?T 
f4*3T i 3 trt* 3? 4 srfsraRTn 4 2006 R?rq43[R 68 4?r 

f4Ri 1 44? r 4? ?ra ttrjci fRf ^44? rtt stsrrr 

I 

4 3TR4-3TR4 33f4cMH? if 3Tf47T R7*Rf Tit ft 
Rff 4 <JH<|e[ffcl 4? t 1 ff? TTRi RT*3f SRI ^cTFjfacT 4? If. 
1-1-91 4 R73 <pf if 240 tff R7l4 TRR 4 R?R R7T TRSf 
aftmt 4 rt*3? ski rrtt 3344 4 240 far 3 33f4p rtt4 rr4 
4 3?r 4 srf^RRR? it' ?4 rt t 1 ri* 3? 4 ff 4sfa if ff?t 
f«t. 1 3 f®3. 8 y^*siT 4? Rf44 «<ffra 4? 11Rf4 ff. 1 
afkfff SRI Uei^^Twf I^H" TJtrMf 4 33lifTlf. 25-1-90 
4 ST-JRR 27-1-90 4 26-2-90 R73 If 15-3-90 ft 33gRR 
27-2-90 4 31-3-90 Rfft 3-11-90 4 3TgRR 1-10-90 4 
31-10-90 RR If. 19-12-90 ft STJRR 1-11-90 4 30-11-90 
3fRRRf43T=F7-l-91 4 3EJ33R i-12-90431-12-90 73Ri 
<rt 4 fofr t 4 *§73 155 fp fcra star i i ff trfr fT*fi % 
fi«fi ^ addt ^ 3SEJRR ft ff 4^s< fi it 155 'M ft 
fni fear t 1 vm* Rff u<^3sft 33k t^rgfsRT 33ii#’ 
3 -pre i % f73. ft. 33t. J J<rlR331 fit 33fR7kn f3 3jfi 
aicUpkl ^ f>Ft ^ fR. ft. 33t. 33ffw k ft fRft ff^?T afk 
tkffOI i - TRt fR=t 3fT«ff fit T33T Rfl «TT I 3ITSTf fit fETT if 
ftRTf TMffl *31 I "333^ f ff-ff ffi 

ffifl TTf ctf> fi T33fft 3mf%3 fq^cft 7TRt33 k 33li fft 3TT^ 
ffi TT^-TJ^ RTf fitf f^lf ^ffift Tft stRlf ifiT T3If ^ 
fipt fi 3W 3tfkfTT3t i ft ynipJici tfRn t 1 3tf*i 
i' aftrot ff fft| ff fft't I ft3 3Rf3R ff 3TC t IfT fWt 
ai tR3. ft. si. ^t fkaJikfi f3 ff. ft. 3f. fr&R 3^3 
Pli4» l i' TR3. ft. 3ft. ^ 3TfftfR3 if ■‘jfi aifrfiT a31 ffi fv^ 
ftj T?f7 fifteif 33ffy ^ ftlk 7^1 ffT *3T I 33f:ff ff^fe 
f)T3 ffif *31, +.f^«K atif ftif fff 1 33f: *TRF 2 (00) 
aila l Pi^ fifif 'itMifR ^ 3Tctif arif fn fm?n ^it fi 
ftt^TTfl i fft' 33I3TT I ffft^ mif ft? '^fi 33frfil ^ ffi f^ 
■fR.ft.3Tt. fit 33^1441*? T33^ 33TpR3 i fTF? Iffffrt 33ffi 
^ fef Tor -nar *3i i 3nr: tiro 2513337 3rtitf I i=b fi^tf -irfi 

Pi*JM fiT dcrrW'l ffT *3HI ft 333731 I 


arriTT 

fTclf: 333^71 tifTf RTT TRR f33 TO i IfRT fTTTT t fil 
fif-klH ff^7 Id fids 3331JRI tfdT itfTflfT i ff*n fRT 

fit^f fif TT^tf ■3a sqt MIHfig THtf fttiflitf. 1-1-91 i 

RI3 3RT TRfl ftif fi i*3 t I aT*3? fttf STJtftf fTRI fRf T31 

srfifni ff? t i 

ft. UR. inTff, Tfiaritf 

ff ffc#, 27 fiOMT, 2006 

W.3IT. 167.—itsilp!^ fqqi<7 33f*lPi«I*I, 1947 (1947 
^33 14) fit *3333 17 ft 33yW3 u l 4, ^ftf 333ff3 fTRft 

fianffif fir. 4 * w*3<T3 ^ 33ff tiit^^f srtr fffF friffTf 
^ itg ) 33^3 i aflsilOrfi fifif 4' •i-il'H r<4>k 
itillOl* arfifRfT/^TR -4l4ld4, fTfl^TR ftMt ^ if33 
(3tfi333sf3 173/2006) fit yohlffTrT f7373t t, ft «t»-sO*« 333fiR 
fit 22-12-2006 ftt flRT 1333 *3T I 

[33.13^-30012/117/97-3331 33R(3?t-l)] 
333R3 ^RR itf, i3f3 33f*3f?fi 

New Delhi, ihe 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 167.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 173/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Emakulam-Kochi now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Kochi Refineries Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 22-12-2006. 

[No. L-30012/117/97-IR(C-1 )| 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present 

Shri P[ L. Norbert, B.A., L.L.B., Presiding Officer 

(Tuesday the 12th day of December, 2006/21 si 
Agrahayana, 1928) 

I.D. 173/2006 

(ID. 1/99 of Labour Court, Ernakulam) 

Workman/Union: The Vice President 

Kochi Refineries 
Employees Association 
Ambalamughal 
Kochi. 


Adv. Shri C.S. Ajith Prakash. 



309 


[STTCII—3(ii)J 


f?| Tfanr* : «n<wt 20, 2007/fa 30, 1928 


Hie General Manager 
(HRM) 

Kochi Refineries Ltd. 

1 


Management: 


Kochi. 

Adv. M/s Mehdti & Pai. 

AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central tjoverninent under 
Section 10 (l)(d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to this 
court for adjudication. The reference is i 


New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 


S O, 168.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 63/2006) 
Of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. EL, New Delhi as shown in theAnnexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of C.P.W.D. and their workman, which 
Was received by the Central Government on 
27-12-3006. 

[No. L-4201 l/9/2Q06-IR<DU)J 

a crxinu 


“Whether the union is justified in detriati&btg the 
disposal of grievances of workmen listed in Annexute 
‘Al’ as per Clause 31 of certified standing orders? If 
so, what directions are required to be issued?” 

2. When the matter came up for consideration the 
learned counsel for the union reported that the demand of 
the union for disposal of the grievance of workmen listed 
in Annexure Al, as per Cause 31 of certified standing 
orders, is met by the management and in respect of those 
grievances the union has no dispute at present. However 
they are concerned about future delay in disposal of similar 
grievances to be raised by the workmen. But suffice to say 
that the present dispute is not in existence as grievances 
of the workmen are met and redressed by die management. 

3. In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
grievances of the workmen is redressed by the management 
and therefore the demand of the union for disposal of 
grievances of the workmen listed in Annexure Al, as per 
Clause 31 of certified standing orders, is not justified. No 
cost. 


Dictated to the personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 12th 
day of December, 2006. 

Appendix Nil . P. L. NORfeERT, Presiding Officer 

, 27 2006 

^r.3ir, ids.—Prarc anWflW, 1947 (1947 

$ infoRfr ^ fag •Prqfrrcfl sta 

spjsfa 3 1 w 

3rffa>r>i/9ro ^*ipircro, '’i 11 , ’lilWR 

63/2006) *Bl HWftW Wtft 27-12-2006 

^ ura «ti i 

[H 1^-42011/9/2006-3^ 3IR(^t^>] 


VjNEXUKE 

BEFORE THE PRKDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 

LABOIIR COUKT-n, NEW DELHI 
PRESIDING OFTICERi RN.RAJL LD. No. 63/2006 

In the matter of; 

Shri Bhag Chand and Another, 

C/o. The Joint Secretary, . ^ 

AU India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan (Regd.), 
4823, Balbir Nag« Extension, 

OaliNo. 13, Shahdra, 

Delhi. 


Versus 

fftg Superintending Engineer, Co-ordination Circle, 

(Elec.), CPWD. 

RX.Puram. 

New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42011/9/ 
2006-IR(DU) Central Government dt. 11-7-2006has referred 

the following point for adjudication. . 

The point runs as hereunder:— 

“Whether die demand of the All India CPWD (MRM) 
Karamchari Sangathan in seeking regularization of 
the services of (i) Shri Bhag Chand and Shri Ram 
Kishan in the highly skilled category and(ii) that of 
the seven workmen as listed in the Annexure from 
the date of completion of240 days service is just, fair 
and legal? If so, to what relief the workmen concerned 
are entitled to and from which date.” 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that 
registered notice was sent to the workmen on 21-8-2006 
fixing 11-10-2006 for filling claim statement but the workmen 
did turn up. Management was present. Again 7-12-2006 
was given for filling claim statement but the workmen did 
not turn up. Management was present. 

No dispute award is given. 

Dated 19-12-2006 R.N.RAI, Presiding Officer 


83 GI/ 07—8 
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^ 27 2006 

^TT.3*T. 169.—3tMh^h, 1947 ( 1947 
14) ^n\ TO 17 ^ ■$, '4K<bT< 

#>T ^ WTO #15 f-^WT 4 t 3*# 
tfgsfa 4’ frl^e sftife -$ 

TTT^R 3iWlPl<* arftpfiTUj/spj ^MFlTcPT ^‘ ii, ^ f^rft <£ 
^ (wf #§qi 117/2004) ^ wrrfm i m 
^ 27-12-2006 # UF<T ]?3n Mil 


The point runs as hereunder: 

“Whether the action of the management of Officer- 
In-Charge, Defence Standardization Cell, Raksha 
Manak Bhawan, Defence Camping Ground, New 
Delhi in terminating the services of Shri Mukesh 
Kumar, Ex. Safai Karainchari w.e.f. 12-05-2003 is just 
and legal ? It not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to and from which date?.*’ 


[7t‘ W-14012/!6/2004-3Uf 31R (:#J)] 
1^5 ftf?, 

New Delhi, the 27thDccember, 2006 

S.O. 169.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 117/ 
2004) Of the Central Government Industrial Tribunaj-eum- 
Labour Court No. II, New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Defence Slandaridzalion Cell and 
their workman which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-14012/16/2004-1R (DU)] 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO. II, 

NEW DELHI 

Presiding Officer: R.N. Rai 

LD.No. 117/2004 

In the matter of: 

Shri Mukesh Kumar, 

C/o. Rashtriya General Mazdoor Union, 

F-35, Karampura, 

New Delhi-110 015. 

Versus 

The Officer-in-Charge, 

Defence Standardization Cell, 

Raksha Manak Bhawan, 

Defence Camping Ground, 

Badarpur, New Delhi-110044. 

AWARD 


The workman applicant has filed statement of claim. 
In the statement of claim it has been mentioned that the 
workman is a permanent employee of Defence Department 
as Sweeper posted at Badarpur, New Delhi. The workman 
has joined the services as Sweeper on 9th August, 2000 
and the workman has last drawn salary of Rs. 2, 348 per 
month. 

That since his joining as Sweeper the workman has 
been performing his duties faithfully and sincerely, to the 
best satisfaction of the management. 

That the workman has been appointed as Sweeper 
through Employment Exchange, Kirbi Place, Cantt., New 
Delhi. The workman has raised demand of statutory 
benefits ESI, P.F., Cash Leave etc. several times but the 
management has not given any heed towards the workman. 

That on 19-05-2003 the management has terminated 
illegally the workman without any cause or reason and 
without giving any notice even the management has not 
complied under Section 25-F of ID Act, 1947. The 
management has terminated the services without any 
inquiry/chargeshcct. 

That the management refused to keep in employment 
orally to the workman from 19-05-2003 without giving the 
salary of the workman for the month of April, 2003 and 
18 days salary for the month of May, 2003. 

That the statutory benefits, ESI, PF, Bonus, Wages, 
treatment etc. were not provided to the workman by the 
management for which he had been urging upon 
consequently the management became annoyed against 
him. 

That being aggrieved with the said illegal 
termination the workman has sent a demand notice dated 
28-05-2003 to the management which has been received 
by the management and not replied. 

That the termination amounts to illegal, capricious 
and unjustified retrenchment for want of written 
termination order with cogent reasons, payment of notice 
wages and retrenchment compensation and the job, post, 
juniors and fresh hands in place of the workman continue 
with the management. 


The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-14012/ 
J 6/2004 [IR (DU)] Central Government dated 12-07-2004 
has referred the following point for adjudication. 


That the workman is entitled to reinstatement with 
full back wages for the intervening period of un¬ 
employment in spite of best efforts w.e.f. 19-05-2003. 
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2- Whethejc th*,,was. cotiUed to 
rcticn^mpnt pa^ip^OB? 

3. Whether, the workman his, entitled to 
reinstatement?; ■^> 

4. Amount of back Wafgcs? ;i * r ' { ’ [ l 
Issue No. 1. 


That the workman i^opt^aiu^ully employe^ after 
his illegal termination hence workman isenticed to 
reinstatement in service with Ml b^k^age^^fjqiitmuity 
of service and all other consequent benefit which this 
HoiTble Court deems fitandprbp^ih the circumstances 
of the case be also awarded to the workman. 

The management/rpspopdeiif h^$ filed ^written 
statement. In the written statement it has beep stated that 
Shri Muksh Kumar, S/o Shri Narain£ingh was a casual 
worker employed for conservancy duties af Defence 
Standarization Cell, Npw Delhi w T e,f, 9th August, 2000. 

That the woikman was employed On an agreement and 
was paid @ Rs. 90.30 per day; i.e. not exceeding 
Rs. 2,348/- in a month as per the sanction of the Government 

That the quality of works/scrvices of the workman 
was not satisfactory due to which his services were 
terminated in May, 2003. He was, sponsored by 
Employment Exchange, Kirbi Place and was employed 
alongwith three others; 

That the workman was not cntitld to apy statuto^ benefits 
like ESI, PF and leave 4 $ per the pgteemcnl.. These 
benefits were included in the daily wages of Rs. 90.30 
which Were paid to him in ML No portion of this wage 
was retained for contibutiontowards these statutory 
benefits. His services were terminated on one week of 
notice issued to him verbally. 

That the charge-sheet was not prepared since Shri 
Mukesh Kumar was a casual labour and not a permanent 
staff. He was asked to sign the contingent bill to claim 
the salary for April, 2003 but he refused to do so. 

That the claimant is not entitled for any statutory 
benefits as he has not made any contribution towards 
them. He had served a legal notice to this establishment 
through Shri R.D. Kaushik, Advocate, Supreme Court 
which was replied vide our letter NoiDSC-ND/Adm./ 
MKSCW/PC/5094 dated 30th July, 2003. 

That the services of the claimant were terminated 
being unsatisfactory. His reinstatement is not acceptable 
as his services were unsatisfactory. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated (he averments pf his claim 
statement and has denied most of the paras of the written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties ^ beep taken. 

Heard arguments from both the Sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

From perusal of the pleading of the prties the following 
issues arise for determination. 

1. Whether the workman has completed 240 
days service in between 2000 to 2003? 


The case of the worieman applicant isthat he was 
engaged on 09-08-2000 as a Sweeper the monthly salary 
of Rs. 2, 348/-. His services were terminated on 
12-05-2003. The management has admitted the 
engagement of the workman. 

The case of the management is that he was engaged 
and terms of his Engagement has been reduced to writing. 
The workman has signet) the contract pf engagement. 

The workman has been engaged for providing 
services for cleaning of the office premises, reception 
etc. The management is doing the business of providing 
consprvancy services through h$ pwq personnel. The 
management is pot discharging sovereign function. It is 
not also case of t^nqinag^^ it is, $pgaged in 

sovereign function. The spfvifps of the workman were 
terminated without giving bi_in, retrenchment 
compensation. 

It becomes quite obvious from the evidence of the 
parties amkcase of claim statement and written statement 
that the workman worked in 2001 , 2002 for 240 days. 
He worked in 2000 and 2003 ‘also. He has been engaged 
on monthly basis. So it was the duty of the management 
to pay him retrenchment .compensation. No 
compensation or notice pay has been given to the 
workman applicant. 

It is proved from the reeprefs that the workman has 
worked for 240 days in 2001 and 2002. He was engaged 
in August, 2000 and he worked qp to May, 2003. The 
management has also admitted that the workman has 
worked continuously. $0 it is prpvedjhft thg workman 
has worked at least for 24Q days in 2QQl and 20Q?* This 
.issue is decided accordingly. 

Issue No. 2. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that he has been given appoiitmentoh certain terms and 
conditions. He has signed the agreement of appointment. 
He has been given periodical appmatments. It is admitted 
case that die workman has worked regularly from August, 
2000 to May, 2003. He has worked for more than 240 
days ft least in 2 years erf his services. 

In view of Item No. 10 Vth Schedule the 
management cannot give casual and temporary 
appointment again and again* Such appointments have 
been termed ^unfair labour practice. 

It was furthc^sq^ 

that themanqgenieiit shpuld not indulge m unfair labour 
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practice. Section 25 U provides that a person who co mmi ts 
any unfair labour practice will be punishable with 
imprisonment for a term which may extend to six months 
or with fine, which may extend to Rs.1000 or with both. 
The intention of the legislature in enacting 25 T & 25 U is 
obvious. The legislature wanted that in case. Casual and 
Badlis are engaged for a long period, it amounts to unfair 
labour practice. There is punitive clause for committing 
unfair labour practice. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
Vth Schedule of the 10 Act specifies some practices as 
unfair labour practice. The Vth Schedule clause 10 
provides the criteria for ascertaining unfair labour 
practice. It is extracted as hereunder 

‘‘To employ workman as Badlis, Casuals or 
temporaries and to continue them as such for years 
with the object of depriving them of the status and 
privilege of a permanent workman.” 

Clause 10 of the Vth Schedule stipulates that in 
case the workmen are employed as Casuals, Badlis or 
Temporary and they are continued as such for years, it 
will amount to unfair labour practice. In the instant case 
the workman has been continued as casual and temporary 
for more than 3 years. It establishes to the hilt that the 
respondend/management has committed unfair labour 
practice. The workman has been engaged for more than 
240 days as casual and temporary and thereafter he has 
been removed. He has not been paid retrenchment 
compensation. 

It was submitted that Section 25 F, G, T, U and 
Clause 1J0 of the Vth Schedule of the ID Act have been 
deliberately violated. 

In the Constitution Bench Judgment in Uraa Devi’s 
case these matters were not at issue. In case a workman 
has worked for more than 240 years and the work is of 
continuous and regular nature he should be paid 
retrenchment compensation- In case retrenchment 
compensation is not paid section 25 F of the ID Act is 
attracted. There is no cessation of his services. He is 
deemed continued in service in the eye of law. In case 
there is breach of section 25 F the service is continued 
and reinstatement follows as a natural consequence. 

ID Act, 1947 has been enacted to safeguard the 
interest of the workmen belonging to poor segment of 
society. It appears that legislature wanted that such 
workmen should not be harassed un-nccessarily so 
section 25 F, U, T and Clause 10 of Vth Schedule have 
been enacted. The objects and reasons of ID Act, 1947 
show that the respondent management should not be 
permitted to indulge in any unfair labour practice. The 
workman should not be engaged for years and then he 
should be removed all of a sudden. There is provision of 
retrenchment compensation for his removal. 
Retrenchment compensation is for compensating him 


otherwise so that he can survive long interregnum of 
unemployment. In the instant case no retrenchment 
compensation has been paid. 

The contract of appointment signed by the workman 
is absolutely void u/s. 23 of the Indian Contract Act. The 
management has taken advantage of its bargaining 
capacity and has constrained the workman to sign the 
contract of appointment as the workman was out of 
employment. Such contract of appointment are hit u/s 23 
of the Indian Contract Act. The management should 
have given him one month’s pay in lieu ot notice and 
retrenchment compensation at the time of retrenchment. 

The workman was entitled for retrenchment 
compensation in view of his continuous service from 
August, 2000 to May, 2003. This issue is decided 
accordingly. 

Issue No. 3 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workman even if he has completed 240. days work 
is not entitled to reinstatement. He is at the best entitled 
to a certain sum of compensation. 

It has been provided u/s 11 A. of the Act, 1947 that 
in case dismissal or discharge order is set aside the natural 
course is ordered for reinstatement. In case reinstatement 
is not possible in that case compensation is to be given. 
The management is still functioning gainfully hence, there 
is no question of compensation. 

It is settled law of the land that in case of illegal and 
arbitrary discharge without payment of retrenchment 
compensation the valuable remedy is reinstatement. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the Hon’ble Apex Court in 2006 (4) Scale has put 
down a complete ban on regularization and reinstatement. 
The Hon ble Apex Court has held that employment can 
only be made on the basis of procedure established in 
that behalf envisaged by the Constitution. Equality of 
opportunity is the hallmark and the Constitution enshrines 
affirmative action to ensure that unequal are not treated 
equals. So public employment should be in terms of 
constitutional scheme. 

It was further submitted that the Constitution Bench 
Judgment has afforded a right according to which the 
government is not precluded from making temporary 
appointments or engaging workers on daily wages. 

The Hon’ble Apex Court has not declared the 
provision of ID Act un-constitutional. The Government 
has got no license to make always appointment of daily 
wagers and to continue them for life time. Fixed term 
tenure appointments and temporary appointments cannot 
be the rule of public employment. At the time of making 
temporary appointments Articles 14, 16, 21, 23, 226 & 
309 are infringed. There is no constitutional mandate that 
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the Government is at liberty to go on giving fixed term 
appointments for the entire tenure of service of an 
employee. 

No such Article of the Constitution has been 
pointed out under which the Government or Public 
Sector units can continue incessantly to give temporary 
and fixed term appointments again and again. Since fixed 
term appointments and temporary appointments are not 
governed by any constitutional scheme, such discrimi¬ 
nation will amount to vicious discretion. The 
Government of Public Sector unit will go on resorting 
to the method pick and choose policy and give temporary 
and adhoc appointments to their favorites and thus the 
principles of equality enshrined in the constitution will 
be given a go bye. Such is not the intent of the Hon’blc 
Apex Court. However, in this judgment the provision of 
the ID Act governing the services of the workman have 
not been declared un-constitutional. Reinstatement is 
the remedy provided in the ID Act for breach of several 
provisions enumerated therein or for breach of service 
rules provided in various labour welfare legislations. 

Section 11 A of the ID Act stipulates that in case 
the Tribunal is satisfied that the order of discharge or 
dismissal was not justified, it may, by its award, set aside 
(he order of discharge or dismissal and direct 
reinstatement of the workman on such terms and 
conditions, if any, as it thinks fit or give such other relief 
to the workman including the award of any lesser 
punishment in lieu of discharge or dismissal as the 
circumstance of the case may require. According to this 
benign provision this Tribunal has the authority to set 
aside the order of discharge or dismissal and reinstate 
the workman on the terms and conditions as it thinks fit. 

The Hon’ble Apex Court in 2006 (4) Scale has not 
annulled section 11A of the ID Act and the legislature 
has authorized this Tribunal to set aside dismissal or 
discharge on its consideration and direct reinstatement. 
The judgment cited by the management is not applicable 
in the facts and circumstances of the case. 

A three Judges bench of the Hon’ble Apex Court 
has held in 1993—II - LU that termination of services 
affects the livelihood of not only of the employee but 
also of the dependents. So in case of illegal termination 
of service die workman should be reinstated. 

My attention was drawn by the Ld. Counsel of the 
workman to 2000LLR 523 State of UP and Rajendcr Singh, 
The Hon’ble Apex Court ordered for reinstatement with 
full back wages as the services of the daily wager cleaner 
who worked for 4 years was dispensed with without 
following the procedure for retrenchment. In the instant 
case also no retrenchment compensation has been paid. 
This case law squarely covers the instant case. 


It has been held in 1978 Lab IC 1668 that in case 
service of a workman is terminated illegally die normal 
rule is to reinstate him with full back wages. 

My attention was further drawn to AIR 2002 SC 
1313. The Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that daily 
wager even if serving for a short period should be 
reinstated. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
in the instant case Section 25 F, G of the ID Act is 
attracted. In Section 25 of the ID Act it has been provided 
that if a workman has performed 240 days work and if 
the work is of continuous and regular nature he should 
be given pay in lieu of notice and retrenchment 
compensation. 

It has been held by the Hon’ble Apex Court that 
there is no cessation of service in case provisions of 
Section 25 F are not complied. In the instant case no 
compensation has been paid to the workman. He has 
continuously worked for more than 3 years. 

Reinstatement should not be misconceived as 
regularization. By the order of reinstatement the status 
quo ante of the workman is restored. He is given back 
wages in order to compensate him for his illegal dis¬ 
engagement. This is a special remedy, provided in ID Act 
and it has not been annulled and set aside by any judgment 
of the Hon’ble Apex Court. The provisions of the ID 
Act are still constitutional and they are to be given effect 
too. 

In such cases the workman is reinstated with back 
wages and the respondents have every right, after 
payment of back wages and reinstatement, to retrench 
him validly following the principles of first come last 
go so that Section 25, G & H of the ID Act are not 
violated. 

In view of the law cited above the workman is 
entitled to reinstatement with back wages. This issue is 
decided accordingly. 

Issue No. 4 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workman is not entitled to full back wages. He 
has served the management from August, 2000 to May, 
2003. So he is entitled to no back wages. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that payment of full back wages is not the natural 
consequence of the order of discharge or dismissal being 
set aside. 

It has been held in (2003) 6 SCC 141 that it is 
incumbent upon the labour court to decide the quantum 
of back wages. 

It has been further held in this case that payment 
of back wages having discretionary element involved it 
is to be dealt with the facts and circumstances of the 
case. No definite formula can be evolved. 
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It has been further held in this case that payment of 
back wages in its entirety is the statutory sanction. In 
(2003) 4 SCC 27 the Hon’ble Apex Court held that in 
view of delay in raising the dispute and initiating the 
proceedings back wages need not be allowed. In the 
instant case there is no delay at least on the part of the 
workman in raising the dispute. 

In 2004 VIII AD SC 444 the Hon’Me Apex 
Court upheld the order of reinstatement with 25% back 
wages. 

In 1978 Lab IC 1968 - three Judges Bench of the 
HoiTblc Apex Court held that payment of full back wages 
is the normal rule. In case services have been illegally 
terminated either by dismissal or discharge or 
retrenchment, in such circumstance the workman is 
entitled to full back wages except to the extent he was 
gainfully employed during the enforced idleness. In the 
instant case the workman was always ready to work but 
he was not permitted on account of invalid act of the 
employer. 

In AIR 2002 SC 1313 the Hon’ble Apex Court 
reduced the back wages to 25%. 

In 2005 IV AD SC 39 - three Judges Bench of the 
Hon’ble Apex Court held that reinstatement with full 
back wages is justified. In this case the workman has 
performed more than 240 days work and he has been 
retrenched without payment of compensation and pay in 
lieu of notice. 


two months from the date of publication of the award. 
Award is given accordingly. 

Dated: 18-12-2006. 

R.N. R AI, Presiding Officer 

Rf 27 2006 

RFT.3TT. 170.—fRRTR 3?MWT, 1947 ( 1947 
R7T 14) ^ *5RT 17 r) 3TJWT RRFR ^RRR 

WPT5 H R5T5 PH<4+4<FkY 

^ 3 aiWlPl'* fwR RT*FR 

#1 104/99) RTl y+lftld RR?ft t, ■sft 4)-s{k RRFR 
27-12-2006 RTT '3TRT f 3TT 

[R. 13^-42012/95/99-3Tlf 3TR (^)] 

3rf*RFKt 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 170.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 104/ 
99) of the Central Government Ipdustrial Tribunal-cuin- 
Labour Court Bangalore, as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Nuclear Power Corporation and 
their workmen which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 


It was submitted from the side of the management 
that reinstatement is not the only remedy. In such cases 
the workman may be given compensation. Section 
11A of the ID Act, 1947 provides that in case of dismissal 
or discharge is found illegal reinstatement should be 
ordered. It has been held in a catena of cases by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court that reinstatement with full back 
wages is the normal rule. The statute provides for 
reinstatement. In certain exceptional cases where the 
undertaking has been closed down or it has become sick 
there may be order for payment of compensation. In 
the instant case the undertaking is not sick. 

The workman applicant is found entitled to 25% 
back wages in the facts and circumstances of the present 
case. This issue is decided accordingly. 

The reference is replied thus : 


[No. L 42012/95/99-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 


CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRffiUNAE-CUM-LABOUR COURT, BANGALORE 

Dated: 13th December 2006 

PRESENT 

Shri A.R Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 
C.R.No. 104/1999 


1 Party 
Shri Mohan, 

C/o. Shri Azeer Sahcb Khan, 
Amanakop Post, 

Joganko, 

Haliyal-581329 
Karnataka State 


II Party 

The Senior Manager 
(P&DR), 

Nuclear Power 
Corporation, 

Kaiga Project, 
Kaiga-581400 


The action of the management of Officer-in-Charge, 
Defence Standarization Cell, Raksha Manak Bhawan, 
Defence Camping Ground, New Delhi in terminating 
the services of Shri Mukesh Kumar, Ex. Safai Karamchari 
w.e.f. 12-05-2003 is neither just nor 
legal. The management is directed to reinstate the workman 
applicant w.e.f. 12-05-2003 with 25% back wages within 


APPEARANCES 

1 st Party Shri V S Naik, 

Advocate 

2nd Party : ShriRameshUpadhyaya, 

Advocate 
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AWARD 

1 . The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (2 A) of the Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this 
dispute vide order. No. L-42012/95/99-IR(DU) dated 13th 
September, 1999 for adjudication on the following 
Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of Nticlear 
Power Corporation, Kaiga Project in compulsorily 
retiring Shri Mohan, Ex-HeavyVehicle Driver, from 
service is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled to?” 

2. The first party workman by his Claim Statement 
while challenging the order passed against him 
compulsorily retiring from services as illegal and unjust 
also, challenged the enquiry proceedings as opposed to 
principles of natural justice and challenged the enquiry 
findings as suffering from perversity alleging among other 
grounds that the charges levelled against him that he 
contracted a second marriage and deserted his wife 
without giving any maintenance allowance are false and 
incorrect and that no complaint as such was given against 
him by his wife to the management Saying that he 
contracted a second marriage and the signature of the wife 
on the so called complaint has been maneuvered by the 
management itself. He then challenged the enquiry 
proceedings alleging that he was denied fair and reasonable 
opportunity to defend himself and that the findings of the 
enquiry officer holding him guilty of the charges are 
perverse, in as much as, the complainant itself was not 
examined during the course of enquiry and therefore, the 
very charges levelled against him based on the said 
complaint have remained,to be proved and in the result, 
the disciplinary authority, was not justified in accepting 
those findings and then retiring him from services 
compulsorily etc. * 

2 . The management by its counter statement, while, 
disputing the various allegations made in the claim 
statement contended that it received a tetter dated 
22-2-1995 from Suit. M. Yeshodha, the wife of the first 
party workman stating that hemarried another girl without 
her information and he is not taking any interest in the 
family affairs. Therefore, based on the above said 
complaint a charge sheet was issued against the first party 
and there being no reply given by him to the charge sheet, 
a Domestic Enquiry was conducted and based on the 
findings of the enquiry officer holding him guilty of the 
charges, the impugned punishment order is passed rightly 
and legally and in the result, it cannot be said that 
proceedings of fnquiry were held against the principles 
of natural justice, enquiry findings were perverse and that 
punishment order was unjust and illegal. Therefore, 
reference is liable to be dismissed. 


3. Keeping in view the respective contentions of the 
parties, with regard to the Validity and fairness of the 
enquiry proceedings, the matter came to be posted for 
evidence to be led on behalf of the management and 
thereafter.by order dated 22-4-2004 following prelimmary 
issue was framed: 

"Whether the Domestic Enquiry conducted against 

the first party by the Second Party is fair and 

propet ?” 

4. Despite sufficient opportunity given to the 
management^ no evidence was led in on its behalf on the 
said issue. The first party also did not choose to lead any 
evidence on (us part and after having taken the mattet 
heard, this tribunal by order dated 26th August, 2004 
recorded a finding to the effect that the IDomestic Enquiry 
conducted against the first party by die second party is 
not fair and proper and posted the matter for the evidence 
of the management. On 28-2-2005 an application at IANo.l 
was filled by the first party to recall the above said order 
dated 26-8-2004, posting the case for evidence of the 
management. The management opposed the said 
application by filling the objection statement and after 
having heard both the counsels, this tribunal by order dated 
29-6-2005 recalled the order dated 11-10-2004 (it ought to 
have been order dated 26-8-2004) add posted the case to 
hear the parties in the light of the findings recorded by this 
tribunal On the above said preliminary issue. It appears 
from the records that the management aggrieved by the 
aforesaid orders dated 26-8-2004 and 29-6-2005 approached 
the Hon’ble High Court in writ petition No. 20101/05 and 
his Lordship of Hon’ble High Court vide order dated 23- 
12-2005 dismissed the above said wit petition confirming 
the above said orders passed by this tribunal reserving the 
liberty to the management to challenge the order dated26- 
8-2004, after the final order is passed, hi the meanwhile, on 
19-12-2005, the management filed an application at IA No.3 
seeking amendment to the counter statement and that came 
to be dismissed by this tribunal by order datcd08-09-2006. 
The matter, as could be read from the records was taken up 
before the Lok Adalat on 28-09-2006 but cquld not be 
settled, .Thereafter, I have heard the learn^l counsels for 
the respective parties and posted the case this day for 
award. 

5. Learned counsel for the management Shri Ramesh 
Upadbayaya vehemently argued that though the charges 
of misconduct levelled against the first party haye remained 
to be substantiated there being no fresh evidence led by 
the management to prove those charges after the Domestic 
Enquiry proceedings were set aside by this tribunal, this 
tribunal still has got powers to reject the reference as the 
various contentions taken by the first party in the Claim 
Statement have not been proved by him and so also, in 
view of the fact admitted by the first party at Para 5 of the 
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Claim Statement that he did not marry a second wife but 
has affair with some other woman. Therefore, learned 
counsel submitted that when the first party admitted that 
he has affair with some other woman and failed to prove 
the said fact, then it has to be presumed that the woman 
with whom he had affairs was his second wife, be taken to 
be proved. He further submitted that burden of proof losses 
its significance and importance in the proceedings initiated 
under the provisions of the ID Act. 

, 6. Whereas, ldamed counsel for the first party Shri 
V.S. Naik with equal vehemence argued that irrespective of 
the contentions taken by the first party in his Claim 
Statement, the primary burden cast upon the management 
was to prove the charges of misconduct levelled against 
him and since the management failed to prove those charges 
by way of fresh evidence after the enquiry proceedings 
were set aside, it is to be presumed that charges of 
misconduct levelled against the first party have remained 
to be proved and in the result, he is entitled to the reliefs 
sought for. I find substance in his arguments. In the instant 
case as noted above, this tribunal has recorded a finding 
to the effect that the Domestic Enquiry conducted against 
the first party is not fair and proper. In the face of the said 
findings it goes without saying that findings of the enquiry 
officer holding him guilty of the charges and the resultant 
impugned punishment order hold no field. It is as good as 
no Domcsticc Enquiry was conducted against the first party 
and charges of misconduct were not proved against him. 
In the normal course when the Domestic Enquiry 
proceedings have been set aside for one reason or the 
other, the management will be having an option to lead 
fresh evidence before this tribunal to prove the charges of 
misconduct levelled against the first party. In the instant 
case it is unfortunate to note that the management in its 
counter statement failed to take a plea that it will lead fresh 
evidence before this tribunal incase the Domestic Enquiry 
was set aside. Il is for this reason the management was 
disallowed to lead any fresh evidence to prove the charges 
of misconduct levelled against the first party. As noted 
above, the order passed by this tribunal rejecting the 
request of the management to lead evidence afresh to prove 
the charges of misconduct has been confirmed by the 
Hon'blc High Court in the aforesaid writ petition. Therefore, 
it is in this background learned counsel for the first party 
was justified in contending that when the Domcstice 
Enquiry proceedings have been set aside, findings of the 
enquiry officer do not survive and when charge of 
misconduct fails to be proved by the management by any 
fresh evidence, the impugned punishment order is liable to 
be set aside without any further discussion on the point. 
The contention of the management that the first party took 
up .the stand that though he did not contract a second 
marriage but had affair with some other woman since fails 


to be proved, it is to be presumed that he has a second 
marriage does not appeal to the mind ol this tribunal. Only 
because the first party took up such as contention, it w as 
not incumbent on his part to prove the same particularly, 
when he is not confronted with the charges of misconduct 
by the management by w ay of leading fresh evidence on 
the point. Morevcr, no burden of proof can be shifted to 
the first party to prove that he had only affair with some 
other woman without there being any marriage with her. 
Therefore, in the light of the above, this tribunal has 
absolutely no hesitation in its mind incoming to the 
conclusion that charges of misconduct levelled against 
the first party remained to be substantiated and in the result, 
the impugned punishment order passed against him is liable 
to be set aside as illegal amd void abinitio. Since the 
impugned punishment order is to be set aside as void and 
illegal, the natural corollary would be reinstatmen! of the 
first party into the service of the management. 

7. Now coining to the question of back wages and 
other reliefs. In order to deny the back wages to the first 
party, it was incumbent on the part of the management to 
establish before this tribunal that the first party has been 
gainfully employed when was away from the service of the 
management. On this point again there is absolutely no 
evidence on the part of the management. In fact no plea 
was taken by the management suggesting that he has been 
gainfully employed after the impugned punishment order 
was passed against him. Therefore, there arc no reasons 
for this tribunal not to grant back wages to the first parly. 
However, taking into consideration the facts and 
circumstances of the case, the nature of the misconduct 
alleged against the first, party and not loosing the sight of 
fact that the management has been prevented to lead fresh 
evidence to prove the charge of misconduct against the 
first party on technical and legal grounds, it appears to me 
that ends of justice will be met if the first party is reinstated 
in service with 50% of the back wages from the dale of 
impugned punishment order till the dale of his reinstatement 
with continuity of service and all other attended benefits. 
Hence the following Award: 

AWARD 

The management is directed to reinstate the first 
party in services with 50% of the back wages from 
the date of his compulsory retirement till the date of 
his reinstatement with continuity of service and all 
other attended benefits. No costs. 

. (Dictated to PA transcribed by her conrected and signed by me on 
13th December 2006) 

A.R. S1DDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 171.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 122/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of All India Radio and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 27-12- 
2006. 

[No. L42012/184/2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THEPRESIDING OFFICER; CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDU^ TRIBUNAL CUM 

LABOUR COURT - D,NEWDELHI 

Presiding Officer: R. N.RaL I J>. No.122/2000 

In the matter of: 

Shri Ram Kishan, 

C/o. The President, 

Janvadi General Kamgar Mazdoor Union (Regd.), 

C/o. E-26, Raja Bazar, (Old Qtr.), 

Baba Kharak Singh Marg, 

New Delhi -110 00L 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer (C), All India Radio, 

Division - III, Soochna Bhawan, 

Lodhi Road, 

New Delhi - 110 003. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/184/ 
2000/IR (DU) Central Government dt 31-10-2000 has re¬ 
ferred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder: 

“Whether the action of the management of the Ex¬ 
ecutive Engineer, Civil Construction Wing, All India 
Radio, Division III, Lodhi Road Complex, Soochna 
Bhawan, New Delhi in denying the employment of 
Sh. Ram Kishan, S/o. Shri Ganga Prasad as Muster 


Roll Mali during the period from 1-4-1997 to 

10- 04-1999 and stopping him from duties verbally w.e.f. 

11- 04-1999 is justified, valid and reasonable? If not, 

to what relief and benefits he is entitled.? ” 

The Union on behalf of the workman has filed claim 
statement. In the claim statement it has been stated that 
the management camouflagedly denied the employment of 
Shri Ram Kishan, workman during the period from 01-4 - 
1997 to 10-04-1999. 

That Shri Ram Kishan was initially employed on mus¬ 
ter roll MaU w.e.f. 01-04-1997 and worked continuously up 
to 10-04-1999 and his services were terminated w.e.f. 
11-04-1999. 

That Shri Ram Kishan had been getting his wages on 
monthly basis as fixed by the appropriate government from 
time to time under the Minimum Wages Act, 1948. 

That the workman was employed to maintain the work 
of Soochna Bhawan and in the Nursery of the management. 

That the workman Shri Ram Kishan had been per¬ 
forming his duties directly under the control of Junior Engi¬ 
neer and Executive Engineer concerned. 

That the workman had been getting wa^es directly 
through the officers of the management. 

That the workman had been working with the man¬ 
agement of All India Radio, Civil Construction Wing as a 
Muster Roll Mali initially w.e.f. 1-4-1997 and after two 
months the management has transferred the payment 
through Subhash Chand, Contractor with a view to camou¬ 
flage and treat the workman as contractor labour. 

That the appropriate competent authority under the 
Contract Labour (Regulation and AbolitionX Act, 1970 has 
neither granted the licence for engaging the contract labour 
to Shri Subhash contractor nor the management being the 
principal employer has obtained registration to engage con¬ 
tractor labour through contractor thereby violated the pro¬ 
visions of Section 9 & 10 of the said Act. 

That the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal 
Ndl 1335-11359 With Civil Appeal Nos. 10863/%, 10541/% 
and Contempt Petition No, 403-427/98 in CA11335-11359/ 
95 in the matter of Secretary, HSEB Vs. Suresh and Ors. etc. 
on 30-03-1999 has held as under: — 

While dealing with this issue in Air India’s case 
(Supra), this court has, as a matter of fact taken note of 
more or less the entire catena of cases pertaining to con¬ 
tract labour and we do thus feel it wholly unnecessary to 
deal with the same in extension excepting however record¬ 
ing some observations of this court in Air India’s case 
(Supra) as Below: — 

“In this behalf, it is necessary to recapitulate that on 
abolition of the contract labour system, by necessary im¬ 
plication, the principal employer is under statutory obli¬ 
gation to absorb the contract labour. The linkage between 
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the contractor and the employee tood snapped and direct 
relationship restored between principal employer and the 
contract labour as its employees. Considered from this 
perspective, all the workmen in the respective services 
working on contract labour are required to be absorbed in 
the establishment of the appellant.” 

That as per the above judgment, the workman has to 
be treated as direct employee of the management and in 
this case the workman was not engaged through contrac¬ 
tor so the workman is entitled to all the benefits being a 
regular workman. That the management also engaged Mus¬ 
ter Roll Mali on 1-4-1999. 

That the management retained the services of all the 
junior workmen who were engaged on 1-4-1999 and the 
services of workman Shri Ram Kishan were terminated 
w.e.f. 11-04-1999 without any notice, notice pay, compensa¬ 
tion etc. as provided under the Act. 

That the other Malis in regular pay scale of the 
Central Government have been getting their wages in the 
pay scale fixed by the Central Pay Commission from time 
to time but Shri Ram Kishan was paid being unskilled 
workman only Rs.1600 per month which is less than the 
Minimum Wages fixed by the Appropriate Government 
from time to time. 

That the action of the management while stopping 
the workman for doing his duty verbally w.e.f. 11-4-1999 
is unjust, invalid and unreasonable because the manage¬ 
ment did not offer him one month pay or notice and 
compensation, gratuity etc. as provided under the 
provision of ID Act, 1947. 

That the junior persons were also retained in service 
while terminating and denying the duties verbally w.e.f. 
11-4-1999 to the workman. 

It is therefore, respectfully prayed that this Hon’ble 
Tribunal may be pleased: — 

(a) Award for reinstatement w.e.f. 11-4-1999 with full back 

wages and continuity of service along with all the 

consequential benefits. 

(b) Any other award/order which this Hon’ blc Tribunal 

may deem fit and proper to meet the end of justice. 

The management has filed Written Statement. In the 
Written Statement it has been stated that allegations are 
baseless and unjustified and hence denied. No Mali has 
ever been engaged in Muster Roll in the name of Shri Ram 
Kishan between the periods 1-04-1997 to 10-04-1999 
hence the statement is false and fabricated and hence de¬ 
nied. 

There is no question of treating Shri Ram Kishan as 
direct employee, as no person in the name of Shri Ram 
Kishan has been engaged in the period 1-4-1997 to 
10-04-1999. The statement is totally incorrect being far 
from facts. 

That is reiterated that no person in the name of Shri 
Ram Kishan has ever been engaged, therefore, the ques¬ 


tion of termination without notice or any consequential 
benefits does not arise. No Mali has ever been engaged in 
Muster Roll in the name of Shri Ram Kishan between the 
periods i-4-1997 to 10-4-1999 hence the statement is false 
and fabricated and hence denied. 

The HoiTble Court is therefore, requested not to 
consider concocted claims in view of the comments 
offered above, and the application may be quashed. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim state¬ 
ment and has denied most of the paras of the Written State¬ 
ment. The management has also denied most of the paras of 
the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

The case of the workman is that he worked w.e.f. 
1-4-1997 to 10-4-1999 as Muster Roll Mali. He was initially 
engaged by the management as Muster Roll Mali w.e.f. 1-4- 
1997. He has been performing duty directly under the su¬ 
pervision of the Junior Engineer and Executive Engineer 
concerned. He was getting wages directly through the 
office of the management. It is also the case of the workman 
that after 2 months the management has transferred the 
payment through Subhash Chand, Contractor with a view 
to camouflage and to treat the workman as contract labour. 

The case of the management is that the workman Shri 
Ram Kishan was not on the Muster Roll of the manage¬ 
ment. No Mali has ever been engaged in Muster Roll in the 
name of Shri Ram Kishan between the periods 
1-4-1997 to 10-4-1999. 

The claim statement is false and fabricated. So there is 
no question of giving the workman consequential benefits 
as the workman has not been engaged in Muster Roll as 
Mali 

From perusal of the records it transpires that the work¬ 
man has not filed any document except photocopy of 
Muster Roll Register. The name of the workman is not 
entered in the Muster Roll Register. There are 5 workmen 
but in the Photocopy, Cash Book Voucher filed by the work¬ 
man, his name has not been entered either as Beldar or as 
Muster Roll Employee. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that maintenance work is done through Malis of the 
Gardens on contract basis. The case of the workman is 
that he was under one Subhash Chand, Contractor. 

It is the duty of the workman to prove that he worked 
under Shri Subhash Chand, Contractor and it is also his 
duty to prove that he worked under the supervision and 
control of the Junior Engineer and Executive Engineer 
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concerned. He has also to establish that payment to him 
was made by the management He worked under the control 
and supervision of the management The workman in the 
instant case has not filed even a scrap of paper besides 
Cash Book Voucher of Muster Roll Employees. The name of 
the workman does not figure in the Muster Roll Register. So 
the workman is not a Muster Roll Employee. It is settled law 
that in case contract is found sham and ruse, the workman 
will become the direct employee of the management It is to 
be ascertained whether there is master and servant relation 
between the management and the workman. The workman 
has not filed any evidence regarding his payment, duties 
assigned to him and control and supervision of the 
management. He has even failed to prove that he worked 
under the contractor. The workman is not even contractor ’ s 
workman in the instant case as he has not filed even single 
piece of documentary evidence. He cannot be deemed to be 
engaged by the management merely on the basis of his 
affidavit. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that maintenance of Gardens, Lawns are given on contract 
basis. The management is not registered for taking contract 
Labour. Registration or otherwise of the management is not 
material. The workman has to prove that he worked under 
the control and supervision of the management. Payment 
Was made to him by the management His services were 
integrated to the management. The workman has not filed 
any documentary evidence. It cannot be held that he was 
engaged in the work of management through contractor, 
Shri Subhash Chand, Contractor as alleged by the 
workman. 

My attention was drawn to Steel Authority of India 
(200D7SCC1,1999-I-LLJ1086,1978-II-LLJ397,1999Lab 
IC 3078. It is settled law that in .case the work is of perennial 
and regular nature. Contract Labours cannot be engaged. 
In case the management engages contractor’s men for con¬ 
tinuous and perennial nature of work the workmen will be¬ 
come the employees of the management and there will be 
master and servant relationship. 

In the instant case the workman has miserably failed 
to prove that he even worked through contractor. 
Gardening work is a work of regular and perennial in nature 
and it is of sufficient duration. The workman has to 
establish that he has worked for sufficient duration. The 
strength of Malis may vary from time to time. The workman 
who has worked for sufficient duration can be taken to be on 
the Muster Roll of the management. This Workman has not 

filed any proof of a single day work either with the contractor 
or with the management except his affidavit 

The workman has not proved that he has worked for 
240 days either with the contractor or with the manage¬ 
ment. The law cited by the workman applicant is not appli¬ 
cable in the facts and circumstances of the case. The claim 
is not proved. The workman applicant is not entitled to get 
any relief as prayed for. 


The reference is replied thus: 

The action of the management of the Executive 
Engineer, Civil Construction Wing, All India Radio, Divi¬ 
sion - HI, Lodhi Road Complex, Soochna Bhawan, New Delhi 
in denying the employment of Sh. Ram Kishan, S/o. Shri 
Ganga Prasad as Muster Roll Mali during the period from 
1-4-1997 to 10-4-1999 and stopping him from his duties 
verbally w.e.f. 11-4-1999 is justified, valid and reasonable. 
The workman applicant is not entitled to get any relief as 
prayed for. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Date: 18-12-2006. R.N.RAI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 172. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 437/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. U, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Disputes between the employers in relation 
to flic management of Military Farm and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 27-12- 
2006. 

[No.L-14012/69/2002-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRI- 
BUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURT- n, 
CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldeep Singh 
CASE NO. I J>. 437/2K5 
Registered on 19-08-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2006 
Joginder Singh, S/o Shri Bhartoo 
R/o Bn Dhantauri, MF Colony 
Via Shahbad Markanda Kuruksbetra 

.Petitioner 

VERSUS 

The Manager, Officer Incharge, 

Military Farm, Bir Dhantauri 
Via Shahbad Markanda Kuruksbetra 

.Respondent 
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APPEARANCE 

For Ihe W ork man NEMO 

For the Management Mr. K.K. Thakur, 

AR 

AWARD 

The workman is not present. Management appears 
ihrough Counsel. As per record he has not appeared in this 
Tribunal on any day except on 1st Feb. 2006. Fresh notice 
issued to the workman under R/C Postal Receipt No. 3003 
dated 3rd October, 2006. It is more than a month when the 
said notice was issued, but the workman has not appeared 
Uxlay. The notice issued to him has been received back 
with a report that the workman was not found on the 
address given, therefore, the R/C has been returned back 
to us. From this it shows tha the workman is not available 
on the address given nor he has appeared in this Court on 
any day, in the past more than six months. There is no other 
address of the workman available on record, on which he 
could be summoned. 

In response to the reference received from Govern¬ 
ment of India vide their No. L-14012/69/2002-IR(DU) dated 
26th Fcb./5lh March, 2003 the workman filed his claim peti¬ 
tion but did not appear thereafter. He has not produced any 
evidence nor proved his affidavit to support his claim that 
the Management had terminated his services illegally on 
22nd March, 1999, as is claimed. By his conduct he has not 
shown his seriousness to contest his case. For want of 
evidence the reference cannot be answered efiectivcly and 
it is held that the workman has failed to prove his claim as 
made out in the statement of claim, therefore, he is not en¬ 
titled to any relief. His claim is rejected. The rcterence is 
answered against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to 
the appropriate government for necessary action and the 
file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M 27 few, 2006 

■^T.OT. 173.-3jWilP|ch 3lfafTCR, 1947 (1947 
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27-12-2006 W<\ «IT I 

[TT. ^14012/26/98-3^ 3^R(^t ] 

New Delhi, the 27lh December, 2006 

S.O, 173. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 756/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in theAnnexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 


to the management of Military Farm and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 27-12- 
2006. 

|No.L-14012/26/98dR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXUKE 

CENTRAL GOVFJtNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
CUM-L ABOU R COURT - II, CHANDIGARH 
Shri Kuldeep Singh, Presiding Officer 
CASE NO. I.IX 756/2005 

Registered on 2-9-2005 
Dale of Decision 7-12-2006 
Surinder Singh S/o Shri Parkash Singh, 

C/o City Office, Gandhi Chowk, 

Pathankot 

.Petitioner 

VERSUS 

The Officer Inchargc, 

Military Farm, Pathankot 

....Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Ms. Archana Sharina, 

Advocate 

For Management Mr. K.K. Thakur, ‘ 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

Finding that the workman is not appearing 
continuously, the Court, on 14th July, 2006 directed that 
the notice to the workman be issued under R/C and the 
same was sent under Postal Receipt No. 147 dated 14th July, 
2006. The R/C carrying the notice was not received back 
unserved by 18lh Sep., 2006, that is, even after the expiry of 
more than 30 days, a statutory period prescribed under the 
CPC to presume the service of the addressee. The Court 
still waited for the workman and he is not present even 
today. This shows that the workman was duly served, but 
he has not shown the interest in prosecuting his case. 

The Government of India vide, their notification 
No. L-14012/26/98-IR (DU) dated 30th October, 1998, referred 
the following matter for the adjudication of this Tribunal: 
“Whether the action of officer Inchargc, Military Farm, 
Pathankot in terminating the services of Shri Surinder 
Singh S/o Shri Parkash Singh, a daily rated worker is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled 7' 1 

After the reference was received, notices were issued 
to the parties. The workman filed his Claim Petition, to 
which the management filed the Written Statement. The 
Management produced the photo copy of the judgments 
of the CAT in different eases besides the minutes of the 
meetings relevant to the issue in hand and other documents. 
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They filed the affidavit of Shri O. P. Yadav, their witness, 
whereas the workman filed his own affidavit. The 
Management also filed additional affidavit of one Ram Singh, 
in support of thfeir claim. The case was at the stage of 
(evidence of the workman when he stopped appearing in the 
case. He has not come to the Court since 27th Feb., 2006. 
ITius the affidavit filed by him has not been proved. As a 
result of this there is no evidence to support the claim of the 
w orkman that the management had violated the provisions 
of the Industrial Dispute Act in terminating his services, 
therefore, their action was illegal and unjustified. The 
wo rkman has also not produced any evidence to rebut the 
clai m put forward by the management, by their pleading' 
and documents. In the circumstances the workman is not 
entitled to any relief. The reference is answered against 
him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate 
government for necessary action and the file be consigned 
to records after dije completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 27 f^Tt, 2006 

W. 3 TT. SlfaPm, 1947 (1947 
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755/2005) Wt ^ 
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New Delhi 1, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O.174,—In p iirsutf nee of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 755/2005 ) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum Labour Court 
No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Military Farm and their workman, which 
was received by the Cenitral Government on 27*12-2006, 

[No. L-14012/23/98-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

atwexuke 

CENTRAL GOVERNM13ST INDUSTRIAL-TRIBUNAL- 

cum-labour coukt-h, Chandigarh 

Shri Kuldeep Singh, Presiding Officer 

CASE No. IJX No 755/20 05, 

Registered on 2-09-2005 
Date of Decision 7-12-200(5. 

Sukhdev Singh S/o Shri Gurdial Singh C/o CITU Office, 
Gandhi Cltowk, Pathankot 

....Petitioner 


Versus 

The Officer Incharge, Military Farm, Pathankot 

....Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Ms. Archana Sharma, Advocate 

For the Management : Mr. K. K. Thakur, Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

Finding that the workman is not appearing 
continuously, the Court, on 14th July, 2006 directed that the 
notice, to the workman be issued under R/C and the same 
was sent under Postal Receipt No. 144 dated 14th July, 2006. 
The R/C carrying the notice was not received back unserved 
by 18th Sep., 2006, that is, even after the expiry of more than 
30 days, a statutory period prescribed under the CPC to 
presume the service of the addressee. The Court still waited 
for the workman and he is not present even today. This 
shows that the workman was duly served, but he has not 
shown the interest in prosecuting his case. 

The Government of India vide their notification 
No.L-14012/23/98-IR(DU) dated 30th November, 1998, 
referred the following matter for the adjudication of this 
Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of Officer Incharge, Military Farm, 
Pathankot in terminating the services of Shri Sukhdev 
Singh S/o Shri Gurdial Singh, a daily rated worker is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled?” 

After the reference was received, notices were issued 
to the parties. The workman filed his Claim Petition, to 
which the management filed the Written Statement. The 
Management produced the photo copy of the judgments 
of the CAT in different cases besides the minutes of the 
meetings relevant to the issue in hand and other documents. 
They filed the affidavit of Shri 0,P- Yadav their witness, 
whereas the workman filed hfs own affidavit. The 
Management also filed additional affidavit of one Ram 
Singh, in support of their claim. The case was at the stage 
of evidence of the workman when he stopped appearing 
in the case. He has not come to the Court since 
27th Feb., 2006. Thus the affidavit filed by him has not been 
proved. As a result of this there is no evidence to support 
the claim of the workman that the management had violated 
the provisions of the Industrial Dispute Act in terminating 
his services, therefore, their action was illegal and imjustified. 
The workman has also not produced any evidence to rebut 
the claim put forward by the management, by their pleading 
and documents. In the circumstances the workman is not 
entitled to any relief. The reference is answered against 
him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate 
govt, for necessary action and the file be consigned to 
records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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[77. TT^J-40012/121/2001-371^ 3?r (^tjJ)] 

tjts fw, arfewRl . 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2(XXS 

S.O. 175. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 628/ 
2005 )of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in theAnnexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on27-l 2-2006. 

[No. L40012/121/2001-IR (DU)] 
SURENDR A SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAJ.-TREBUNAL- 
CUM-LAIiOUR COURT-H, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer : Shri Kuldeep Singh 

CASE NO. I.IX No 628/2k5. 

Registered on 24-08-2005 

Dale of Decision 8-12-20G6. 

Suclcsh Kumar S/o Shri Jal Singh R/o House No. 79-A, 
Housing Board Complex, Sector-14, Panchkuia 

...Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Telecom, Department of Telecom, 
Sector-18-B, Chandigarh 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri Subhash Sharma 
For the Management : Shri G.C. Babbar 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

Finding that the w orkman is not appearing for the last 
so many dates, it was directed that a notice be issued to the 


workman under R/C and the same was sent on 12th October, 
2006 under Postal Receipt No.3191. The R/C carrying the 
notice has been received back with a report that there is no 
such address as mentioned in the envelope. As per the 
order of reference, this is the only address given by the 
workman. The Tribunal has made the efforts to serve the 
workman on that address but he has not appeared nor Shri 
Subhash Sharma who was engaged by the workman, as his 
representative, has appeared in the ease. This shows that 
the workman has lost interest in the matter that is why he is 
not appeared in the case since long. It is in these 
circumstances the case is being considered in the absence 
of the workman. 

The Govt, of India vide their ordcrNo.L-40012/121/ 
2001-(IR(DU)) dated 16th July, 2001 has asked to this 
Tribunal to find out whether the action of the Management 
of Department of Telecom, Chandigarh in .terminating the 
services of Shri Sudcsh Kumar, workman w.e.f. 7th May, 
1999 was just and legal and if not to what relief the 
workman is entitled. 

In support of his claim the workman filed the 
statement of claim and the Management filed reply thereto. 
They also placed on record the photo copies of the 
agreement besides the copies of the other documents. The 
workman filed his affidavit and the Management tiled an 
affidavit of Shri Rajinder Kumar, SDE. The workman 
appeared as a witness, but he could not be cross examined 
since the representative of the Management was not 
present on the day. Only his part statement was recorded. 
The case was then listed for the remaining statement of 
the workman and his further evidence on January, 2006. 
But neither on that day nor thereafter the workman appeared 
and produced his evidence. He has not appeared even 
despite notices under R/C. The Court has no option but to 
presume that the workman is no! interested to prosecute 
his case. 

On record, there arc only pleadings of the parlies 
and photo copies of the documents, produced by them. 
But neither the pleadings arc proved nor the documents 
placed on record. The part statement of the workman is 
meaningless since it has not stood to the test of cross 
examination of the Management. In this, the loser is the 
workman since it is he who had to prove that the 
Management had terminated his services on 7th May, 1999 
and that their action was unjust and illegal. Since the 
workman has not practically produced any evidence, 
therefore, the reference has to be answered against him. 
After going through the file I am of the opinion that there 
is no evidence to show that the Management had 
terminated the services of the workman: and that their 
action was illegal and unjust. In view of this the workman 
is not entitled to any relief. The reference is answered 
against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate govt, for necessary action and the file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27lh December, 2006 

S.O* 176. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 627/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-12-2006. 

[No.L-40012/119/2001-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNNffl^TINDUSIKlAL-TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer : Shri Kuldip Singh 

CASE NO.U)No 627/2k5. 

Registered on 24-08-2605 

Date of Decision 8-12-2006. 

Bhuwaneshwar S/o Shri Jeew at Rai, C/o Shri Subhash 
Sharma, Flat No. 107-A, Housing Board Complex, 
Sector-14, Panchkul a 

.....Petitioner 

V 

Versus 

The General Manager, Telecom, Department of Telecom, 
Sector-18 -B, Chandigarh 

.Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri Subhash Sharma 
For the Management : Shri G.C. Babbar 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

. Finding that the workman is not appearing for the last 
so many dates, it was directed that anotice be issued to the 


workman under R/C and the same was sent on 12th October, 
2006 under Postal Receipt No.3193. The R/C carrying the 
notice has been received back with a report that there is no 
such address as mentioned in the envelope. As per the 
order of reference, this is the only address given by the 
workman. The Tribunal has made the efforts to serve the 
workman on that address but he has not appeared nor Shri 
Subhash Sharma who was engaged by the workman, as his 
representative, has appeared in the case. This shows that 
the workman has lost interest in the matter that is why he is 
not appeared in the case since long. It is in these 
circumstances the case is being considered in the absence 
of the workman. 

The Govt, of India vide their order No. L-40012/119/ 
2001-IR (DU) dated 16th July, 2001 has asked this Tribunal 
to find out whether the action of the Management of 
Department of Telecom, Chandigarh in terminating the 
services of Shri Bhuwaneshwar, workman w.e.f. 7th May, 
1991 was just and legal and if not to what relief the 
workman is entitled. 

In support of his claim the workman filed the 
statement of claim and the Management filed reply thereto. 
They also placed on record the photo copies of the 
agreement besides the copies of the other documents. The 
workman filed his affidavit and the Management filed an 
affidavit of Shri B.P Chopra, DW Engineer. The workman 
appeared as a witness, but he could not be cross examined 
since the representative of the Management was not 
present on the day. Only his part statement was recorded. 
The case was then listed for the remaining statement of 
the workman and his further evidence on January, 2006. 
But neither on that day nor thereafter the workman appeared 
and produced his evidence. He has not appeared even 
despite notices under R/C. The Court has no option but to 
presume that the workman is not interested to prosecute 
his case. 

On record, there are only pleadings of the parties 
and photo copies of the documents, produced by them. 
But neither the pleadings are proved nor the documents 
placed on record. The part statement of -the workman is 
meaningless sine 6 it has not stood to the test of cross 
examination of the Management, In this, the loser is the 
workman since it is he who had to prove that the 
Management had terminated his services on 7th May, 1999; 
and that their action was unjust and illegal. Since the 
workman has not practically produced any evidence, 
therefore, the reference has to be answered against him. 
After going through the file I am of the opinion that there 
is no evidence to show that the Management had 
terminated the services of the workman; and that their 
action was illegal and unjust. In view of this the workman 
is not entitled to any relief. The reference is answered 
against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate govt, for necessary action and the file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27 th December, 2006 

S.O. 177.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 958/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department ol Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-40012/142/2001TR (DU)] 

SURENDR A SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL <X>VERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
nUBUNAL-CUMLABOURCOURT-n, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuklip Singh 

Case No. I. D. No. 958/2k5. 

Registered on 15-09-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2006. 

Yashwant Sirigh C/o Shri Madan Mohan, House No. 
1212 Sector- 22-B, Chandigarh 

Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Telecom, Amritsar (Punjab) 

Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri N. K. J eet and 
ShriR. K. RanaAR 

For the Management : Shri G. C, Babber, Advocate. 

AWARD 

The workman is not present. Management appears 
through Counsel. 

The record of the file shows that the workman 
never attended this Tribunal in person. He once appeared 
through Counsel on 9th Nov., 2005 and through 
representative on 21st March, 2006. On 22nd August. 
2006 Shri R.K. Singh Parmar who appears as a 
representative in some cases in this Tribunal claimed 
that he has been authorized by the workman to appear in 


this case. He undertook to file the letter of authority. He 
however, failed to file the same on 30th October, 2006, 
rather he did not appear on that date. It was in these 
circumstances that the notice to the workman was sent 
under R/C. Postal Receipt No. 3264 dated 13th October, 
2006. Today it is more than a month when a notice was 
sent but neither the workman is present nor the notice 
sent to him under R/C has been received back unserved. 
This gives me the reason to believe that the workman has 
received the summon of this Tribunal, but he has chosen 
not to appear in the case. Therefore, the case is being 
considered in his absence. 

The Government, of India vide their Order No. 
L-40012/142/2001 -(IR(DU)) dated 6th August, 2001 desired 
to know whether the action of the Management ol General 
Manager, Telecom, Amritsdr in terminating the services 
of Shri Yashwant Singh S/O Manmohan Singh is just and 
legal and if not to what relief the workman is entitled to 
and from which date. The workman, supporting his claim 
filed the statement of claim to which the Management 
filed the reply and also placed on record the photo copies 
of the contract agreements. They also placed on record 
the documents supporting their claim including the 
judgement of CAT. The workman filed the rejoinder, his 
affidavit and also placed on record the photo copies of 
attendance register. The Management tiled the affidavit 
of their witness Ram Gopal Joshi. However, it is on record 
that the workman has not appeared to stand to the cross- 
examination of the Management nor has produced any 
other evidence to support his claim. There is, therefore, 
no evidence to show that, there existed a relationship of 
employer and employee between the parties; and that it is 
the Management which had terminated the services of 
the workman. As such the workman is not entitled to any 
relief. The award is passed against him. Let a copy of this 
award be sent to the appropriate govt, for necessary 
action and the file be consigned to records after due 
completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

feft, 27 2006 

^T.3TT. 178.—1947 (1947 
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New' Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 178.—In pursuance of Section 17 ol the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 660/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute be tween the employers 
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Aiinexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employes 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Go vemment .on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-400L2/333/2001-IR (DU)] 
SURENDR A SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOW.JNDUSraiALlRffiUNADCUM- 
LABOUR COURT-U, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 
CASE NO.IJXNo 660/2k5. 

Registered on 24-08-2005 

Date of Decision 8-12-2006. 

Chajju C/o Shri N.K. Jeet, 27349, Lai Singh Basti Road, 
Mohalla Hari Nagar, Bhatinda (Punjab) 

-Petitioner 

, Versus 

The Telecom Distriot Manager, BSNL, Ropar 

• . .Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman: SHRI N.K JEET 

For the Management: SHRIG.C. BABBAR 
AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Nobody 
appears for the Management. . 

The record of the file shows that this is die fourth 
date that the workman has not appeared* Even on earlier 
dates he did not appear in person except once on 9th 
Nov.,2005, after the case was transferred to this 
Tribunal. The Court is satisfied that the workman is not 
interested in following his case, that is why, he has not 
appeared nor has caused the appearance of his 
representative. The statement of claim was also tiled 
by the workman through his representative. It is in these 
circumstances that the case is being considered in the 
absence of the workman. 

The Qovt. of India vide their order no.L-40012/ 
333/2001/1R (DU) dated 14th March, 2002 referred the 
dispute of the workman for the adjudication of this Tribunal. 
The point of reference is whether the action of the 
Management in terminating the services of the workman 
w.e.f. 1st March, 1999 was just and legal and if not to what 
relief the workman is entitled to. 

On the receipt of the reference notices were issued 
to the parties who appeared. The workman appeared 
through the representative whereas the Management 
appeared through Counsel. The workman filed the 
statement of claim and rejoinder. He supported his 
pleadings with his affidavit whereas t^e Management filed 
Written Statement and the affidavit of their Divisional 
Engineer Malkiat Singh. The workman appeared as a 
witness and the case was being listed for the evidence of 
the Management when the workman stopped appearing in 
the case. The statement of witness of the Management 
was recorded, in his absence, on 4th Sep., 2006. The 


witness of the Management w^^Ui^ex^sjga^pd since 
the workman was not present and he nas iroj appeared 
thereof. ' W *' * . 

The workman has claimed th&the 
Management as a workman in ri^PriffiW 3>I8©T 

Ropar from 15th May, 19,94 on a,mp^thly,jiala^y,of 
Rs. 2138 till 1st March, 1999 r wjign.hb§ services; were 
terminated by'the Management without any notice, 
charge sheet or inquiry. He was also not paid the 
retrenchment compensation. The Management in their 
reply stated thatlh^ Wprkmap) wa& npv^engaged by 
them nor his services .were* igpnipated^ tjww- Their 
case is (hat they;had engaged a epiitr^clprcwhp; 
provide them the, W9*k force and so thp.re, wa£*fto 
occasion for them to engage thp workflian 
The workman iq his statement admitted that he w as jipt 
given any appointment lelter?, howeverJhexlsume<J<tfeat 
he was paid tj% w^gps 

Management. M Singh 

was his junior, who wa$: ,*1 sq engagpdthyMhe 
Management and Jhjs services were regularized; and 
that he was getting wages at the rate of Rs. 40 per day. 
In support of his claii^t|ie ^jf£man has not produced 
anything tq shgw tpajt 

Management. As;|i^afftst fp m^n f has 

placed on rec ord tMphdto c bjndk ofrae lenper notice 
and the agre£m&it ^ld£ed fd ¥& ^m 4mered with 

Messrs. Ramesh KhWiar Mill art, ifid Contractor. The 
witness of the management prdVetf iftes$£ 
as correct. The workman did *ndt ex4fciln^ J *thfc 

witness nor he appeared on the day Whbn the RtateiMiU 
of the witness of the Management Wak recorded SanH 
thereby he lost the right to cross examine the witness 
of the management. Thus neither by his own evidence 
nor through the mouth of witness of the management 
the workman has.teen^hl^lo.$hqWcdl4(. JiprW^fjiigaged 
by the management op l5 t tj^JVI^y, 1994, on a salary of 
Rs, 2138 and he serv^cf the management till 1 st 
March, 1999. The m^n^^eji^cp| c |^id admitted that they 
had not paid any r fdtfenCq^ient compensati^ji 
workman hor hb^a^ivSW'any noticel l W) inquiry was 
held against is 

neither engaged by Mfr he ever served them 

therefore, the question ofiiskuingtfrtfdnfre artifice or 
holding any inhiriry >or£^ayiin^hfjft 
compensation*didlnbt sarisii o .oiotoiaib ^ouitfui 

/ ,-jv imadl y.n v iojhm'orfl .rniii «»i hwss.i jd DVB 

After gotiig Iprough thefevtfleftbtaviitSbtebfl feetttd 
I am of the opinioirdtati 
that the Manapemeaoi hadteishiidyted 
workman; andihdhManUaiOwasi^Bi^^ undiffegdl^d 
not beemab^ to debut cthedlaifri bfHfto ft 

they hadi never engaged ihitov^or 
services. Thbrcfot^ 1 he JfiS 

claim is rejecred pdss&Fitf 

*a copy of this awaidbe SentIcFftiS 
necessary action and the file hd^bnrighed 
due conlpletibn; 1 : uui wAv.^k jrii f >i iKt/iu Ovi'nrt 

: “■ >. i-!v4' jii! vd f/jIlCW^Ol K'£I r >^l>- 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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■^T.3R. 179,—3l|«ilPM> Slftfm, 1947 ( 1947 
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f-iR v 3?y Ri<*> 4 aMfrgp 

3tfy«b<u|/9R ^.-11 ^ xfgjg C^R[4 

1006/2005) T^lftld wt t ,^ 
27-12-2006 ^Ft3tlRT.13n SR| 

[3T. T^-40012/l 10/2000-31lf 31R (^t*J)] 
l^.f%, Slf^Rl 
New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 
S.O. 179.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1006/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Govemmenton 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-40012/110/2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDR A SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT -U, CHANDIGARH 
Presiding Officer: Shrl Kuldip Singh 
. CASE No.IJD.No 1006/2K5. 

Registered on 17-09-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2006. 

'Mukhtiar Singh C/o Shri N.K. Jeet, President, Telecom 
Labour Union, Mohalla Hari Nagar, Lai Singh Basti Road, 
Bhatinda 


Petitioner 

Versus 

The Genera] Manager, Department of Telecom, 
Hoshiarpur 

Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman: Shri. N.K. Jeet AR 

For the Management: Shri G.C. Babbar 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Since the 
workman did mot appear in the case despite repeated 
notices, therefore, it was directed that a notice under 
R/C be issued to him. The notice was, therefore, issued to 
him under R/C vide Postal Receipt No.3002 dated 
3rd October, 2006. The R/C carrying the notice was received 
back with the report that the house of the workman is locked 
and he is residing in Ludhiana. On the R/C there is a noting 
that the Postman visited the house of the workman five 
times before making the report. The workman, therefore, 
was not available on the address which he had given in the 
authority letter executed in favour of Shri N. K. Jeet and 
others. In the reference he has given his address through 
Shri N. K Jeet, who stopped appearing for him and a 
notice given to the workman through Shri N.K Jeet was 
also not responded by the workman or by Mr. N K. Jeet. 


This has proved that the workman is not interested to 
prosecute his case otherwise he would have appeared in 
person or through his representative, or at least should 
have come and inquired about the progress in the case 
during all this period. 

On record there is a Claim Petition filed by the 
workman, the reply given by the management duly 
supported by the Photo copies of the documents such as 
agreements. There is also on record the rejoinder of the 
workman, the affidavit of witness of the management. The 
workman himself has not supported his claim with any 
evidence. The Claim made by him that he had worked as a 
Line Man in the office of General Manager, Telecom on a 
salary of Rs. 2138 is not supported by any evidence. There 
is also no evidence to show that his services were 
terminated by the management on 28th Feb., 1999. The 
workman himself has not come forward to admit or deny 
the statement of claim and rejoinder. Thus there is no 
evidence on record to support the claim of the workman. 

The reference made by the appropriate Govt, vide 
their order no.LA 40012/110/2000-IR(DU) dated 30th May, 
2000 is answered in the terms that the workman has failed 
to show that the action of the Management of General 
Manager, Telephones, Hoshiarpur in ordering 
disengagement of Shri Mukhtiar Singh, the workman, who 
was engaged through Ashok Kumar w.e.f, 1 st March, 1999, 
was illegal and unjustified. There is infact no evidence to 
show that the workman was ever engaged by the 
management through Shri Ashok Kumar Sharma or his 
services were terminated by them on 1st March, 1999. In 
the circumstances the Workman is not entitled to any relief. 
The reference is answered against him and the award is 
passed. Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate 
Govt, for necessary action and the file be consigned to 
records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
27 fWSR, 2006 

TO3IT. 180.—aflsjlPl* [*«!< slfapRTR, 1947 (1947 
14) itf TO 17 3^R^T *R*FR ^ RSJR 

faTO ^ <£ ¥3T£ r-FiM+T aft ^ ^ 

Sfa, Sigsfa 3 We 3 *r*fr alltfifoF 

ajfaron/SR K II. ^ (*M TT5=TT 

955/2005) ^ 94>lfirra TOcft ^RTO 

27-12-2006 ura pn «ni 

[tf. 1^-40012/144/2001-3^ 31R(^*J)] 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 180.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 955/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-40012/144/2001-IR (DU)] 
SURENDR A SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT ESDUSTRIAL 

FRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-D, 
CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

CASE No. LD.No.955/2K5. 

Registered on 15-09-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2006. 

Rakesh Kumar C/o Shri Madan Mohan House No. 1212, 
Sector-22B, Chandigarh 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager Telecom, Amritsar 

-Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman: Shri. N.K. Jeet, AR 

For the Management: Shri G.C. Babbar, Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent Nobody is 
present for the management. 

The record of the file shows that the workman has 
not appeared since June, 2006. He also did not produce his 
evidence nor paid the costs imposed vide Court order dated 
21st April, 2006. On 22nd August 2006, Shri R. K. Singh 
Par mar, who appears in other cases as the representative 
of the workmen claimed that he has been authorized to 
appear on behalf of the workman. He was asked to produce 
the letter of authority, but on the subsequent date fixed for 
30th October, 2006, neither Shri Parmar, appeared nor the 
workman to admit or deny the engagement of Shri Parmar. 
In the circumstances die Court issued fresh summon to the 
workman under R/C, but it is reported by the Postal 
Authorities that the addressee was not available since be 
had left without address. From the conduct of the w orkman 
it appears to the Court that he has lost interest in the case, 
therefore, he is not appearing nor has produced any 
evidence in support of his claim. 

The workman, by his statement of c laim, submitted 
that he was appointed as Security Guard and was posted 
in the office of DTSD, Bharatnagar, Amritsar w.c.f. 1st 
April, 1996, on a monthly salary ofRs. 1200 and he served 
them upto 28th Feb., 1999, but thereafter the Management 
terminated his services without any charge sheet, inquiry 
or compensation. The Management denied this claim of 
the workman, by filing a written statement duly supported 
by an affidavit and the documents including agreements. 
The workman although filed his affidavit and produced 
photo copies of documents, but he has not come forward 
to prove the documents produced by him. There is only 
claim and disclaim of the parties, but no proof to find out 
that the workman was infact engaged by die Manag ement 
and they had terminated his services and the action of the 
Management was unjust and illegal. In the circumstances 
the reference made by the Govt, of India vide their order 


NoL-40012/144/2001-IR(DU)) dated 6th August, 2001, is 
decided against the workman holding tint he has failed to 
prove that his services were terminated and that by the 
management and their action was unjust and illegal. Let a 
copy of this award be salt to the appropriate Govt for 
necessary action and the file be consigned to records after 
due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
27 Rw*«k, 2006 

W.3IT, 181.-— oJtalPiq> oiftjfnHH, 1947 (1947 

^>T 14) m 17 %H4»K ^ 

fbrattr ^ tpfatnf ^ ^ 

siftrawtro mwm R.-11 w (wf rot1 

579/2005) ^ TFUlftra ’Srtft t, r} RfatR 

27-12-2006 WZI $33 «HI 

[tf HR-40012/404/1999-3II$ 3|R (tf ] 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 181. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 579/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, No.-II, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Department 
of Telecom and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-40012/404/1999-IR (DU)} 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENTIMXJSTRIALTRIBIJNAI^ 
OJM-LABOUR COURT -U, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

CASE NO.LD.No 579/2K5. 

Registered on 23-08-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2006. 

Birhal Singh, 

S/o. Shri Dalip Singh, 

C/o. Shri N.K. Jeet 
President, 

Telecom Labour Union, 

Mohalla Hari Nagar, 

Lai Singh Basti Road, 

Bhatinda ...Jfetitianer 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Telecom, 

Bhatinda (Punjab) .Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri N.K. Jeet 

For the Management : Shri G.C. Babbar 
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AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

The record of the file shows that the workman has 
not appeared in person except on 23rd Feb., 2006. 
Thereafter he appeared through representative on 5th May, 
2006 and then he stopped appearing in the case. It was in 
these circumstances that a notice under R/C was sent to 
him Vide Postal Receipt no.3267 on 13th October, 2006. 
He was supposed to appear today, but neither he is present 
nor the notice sent to him under R/C has been received 
back unserved. It gives reason to believe that the workman 
has received the notice but he is not present. He seems 
not to be interested in the case any more. Therefore, the 
case is being considered in his absence. 

The appropriate govt, vide jtheir order No. L-40012/ 
404/99/IR(DU) dated 17th Feb., 2000 desired of this Tribunal 
id adjudicate upon whether the action of the Management 
of General Manager Telecom, Bhatinda in terminating the 
services of Shri Birbal, the workman, was legal and justified 
and if not to what relief he is entitled to and from which 
date. 

The workman, in support of his claim, filed the Claim 
Petition and stated that he was engaged by the 
Management as workman in Telephone Exchange, Mour 
oh 1st April, 1994, on a salary of Rs. 2138 and he served 
them upto 1st March, 1999, when his services were 
terminated by the management without notice, charge 
sheet, inquiry or compensation. The Management has 
denied this claim of the workman. They have even denied 
the relationship of employer and employee between the 
parties. The workman filed the rejoinder as well as affidavit 
in support of his claim. However, when the case was listed 
for his statement, the workman did not appear in person 
and has not appeared even throjugh representative since 
after 5th May, 2006. He has also not produced any 
evidence in support of his claim. 

Oil record I do hot find any evidence to show 
that the w&knkari was engaged by the management and it 
was they who terminated hjs services on w.e.f. 1st March, 
1999. Since there is no evidence to support the claim of 
the workman, so it is held that he is not entitled to any 
relief. The award is passed against him holding that he is 
not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this award be sent 
to the appropriate govt, for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ ftc#, 27 2006 

W.3TT. 182.—affeftfh'ch feMK STMwT, 1947 (1947 
^Fi 14) ^ ura 17 ^ ai-pon 3, tor ^ to 
fwi ^ ttos PWm+Y sifc 4>*faKf 

faro ^ 3Mfii+ 

3#TOW9R TOTOTC ^ II ^ TOye wn 

581/2005) y<+>in?M wt t, •# UTOK ^ 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 182.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 581/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Department of 
Telecom and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-40012/415/99-IR (DU)] 
SURENDR A SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GpVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM- 
LABOURCOURT-n, 

CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

CASENO.ID.No 581/2005 
Registered on 23-08-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2006 
Mohinder Pal 
S/o. Shri Churn Ram, 

C/o. Shri N.K. Jeet, 

President, 

Telecom Labour Union, 

Mohalla Hari Nagar, 

Lai Singh Basti Road, 

Bhatinda ....Petitioner 

Versus 

The General M ana eer, 

Telecom, 

Bhatinda (Punjab) .Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri N.K. Jeet 

For the Management Shri G.C. Babbar 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. On the last 
two dates also he was absent, therefore, a notice under R/ 
C was issued to him vide Postal Receipt No.3268 dated 
14th October, 2006, asking him to appear in this Court 
today. Neither he is present nor the R/C carrying the notice 
has been received back unserved. More than 30 days have 
passed since when the notice was sent to the workman. 
Neither the workmiin is present nor the notice sent has 
been received back, therefore, there is reason to presume 
that the workman has received the notice, but he is not 
present; and that he has lost interest in the case. 

The Govt, of India vide their order no.L-40012/ 
415/99 IR(DU) dated 17th Feb., 2000 referred the dispute 
between the parlies for the adjudjeation of this Tribunal 
to give the opinion, whether the action of the Management 
of General Manager Telecom Bhatinda in terminating the 
services of Mohinder Pal Sio Shri Churn Ram is legal 
and justified and if not to what relief the workman is 
entitled to and from which date. In response to the notice 
issued the workman appeared, filed his statement of claim 
and stated that he had served the Management, as 
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workman, in the Power Plant, Bhatinda from 1st Jan., 1998, 
on a salary of Rs. 2138 and that the Management terminated 
his services w.e.f. 1st March, 1999, without any notice, 
inquiry or charge sheet. They also did not pay him the 
compensation, therefore, the ter min ation of the workman 
is bad in law. The Management has denied the claim of the 
workman and stated that they had never engaged him; and 
that they had entered into an agreement with a Contractor, 
who supplied the work force to them, therefore, there was 
no occasion for the Management to engage the workman 
nor they could engaged him in view of the directions of the 
Govt, of India and the question of termination of his services 
did not arise. They have placed on record a copy of the 
agreement entered with one Ashok Kumar Garg, a 
contractor, who was to supply the work force to the 
Management. They have also placed on record a number 
of other documents in the shape of photo copies thereof. 
The workman filed his affidavit but has not appeared as a 
witness, although a number of opportunities were given to 
him to do that. 

On record there is no evidence to show that the 
workman was engaged by the Management; and he had 
served them from 1st Jan., 1998 to 1st March, 1999, on a 
salary of Rs. 2138 and that the Management terminated his 
services without any notice, inquiry, charge sheet or 
compensation. Since the workman has not appeared as a - 
witness nor has proved .his affidavit, no reliance can be 
placed on his pleadings and the affidavit. On the other hand 
the Management has denied the claim of the wo rkman In 
view of this the reference is answered against the wor kman, 
holding that the workman has failed to show that the 
Management had engaged him and had terminated his 
services in violation of principles of law and natural justice. 
The award is passed in these terms. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate govt, for necessary action and 
the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 27 2006 

f 183.—slkftplcfc 3Tfafw?, 1947 ( 1947 

14) ^ mx 17 ^ iraro 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 183.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1059/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of IAR1 Regional 
Station and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L42012/29/1994-IR (DU)] 
SORENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAI. GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM- 
LABOUR COURT -II, 

CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

CASE No. I.D.No 1059/2005 
Registered on 20-09-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2006 

Worionen 

C/o. Shri Nathu Ram Munjal, 

Advocate, 

District Courts, ' 

Kamal. ....Petitioner 

Versus 

Principal Scientist, 

IARI Regional Station, 

Kamal .Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Jagdish Manchanda 

For the Management : Shri D.R. Sharma 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

The workman is not present. Management appears 
through Counsel. Except on I5th June, 2006 when one of 
the workmen Pawan Kumar appeared in person, the 
workmen have not appeared in this case on any date. 
Ultimately a notice under R/C was issued to the workmen 
Pawan Kumar under Postal Receipt No. 4031 dated 
3rd Nov., 2006 directing him to appear in the case today. 
But he is not present nor the R/C carrying the notice has 
been received back unserved which shows that the 
workmen have received the notice, but they have chosen 
not to appear. This makes the Court to presume further that 
the workmen are not interested to prosecute this case, 
therefore, the case is being considered in his absence. 

The Govt of India vide their notificatibnNaL-42012/ 
29/94 dated 27th/29th Dec., 1995 asked this Tribunal to 
adjudicate upon whether the Management was justified in 
not giving the re-employment to Pawan Kumar and others 
and if not to what relief the workmen are entitled to. 

The workmen filed the claim Statement to which the 
Management filed the reply. The Management filed the 
affidavit of Shri I.P Gupta and Mohd. Mehboob, whereas 
the workmen neither appeared nor filed their affidavits. 
They have also not produced any evidence in support of 
their claim. The law is settled that whosoever makes the 
claim has to prove it. But the workmen have miserably 
failed to prove that they had the right of reemployment by 
the Management Therefore, they are entitled to no relief. 
In the circumstances their claim is rejected and the award is 
passed against them holding that they are not entitled to 
any relief. Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate 
govt for necessary action and the file be consigned to 
records after due completion. 

KULDIP SlNGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 184.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 674/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Military 
Engineering Service and their workman which was 
received by the Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-13012/11/99-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM-LABOUR COURT-II 
CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

Case No. IJD. No.674/2k5. 

Registered on 25-6-2005 

Date of Decision 8-12-2006. 

Prakash Yadav C/o Shri Gopal Arora, House No. 
2253 Sector- 15C, Chandigarh 

Petitioner 


Versus 

The Chief Engineer, Military Engineering, Service, 
Bhatinda (Punjab) 

Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. Ashish Grover 

For the Management : Mr. K.K. Thakur Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman is not present despite notice to him 
under R/c at his village address, given by him in his 
affidavit dated 15th October, 2001. On an earlier occasion 
the notice under R/c was issued to him on his Chandigarh 
address, which was available in the order of reference, 
received from appropriate govt, vide their No. L-13012/11/ 


-1- 

99/IR (DU) dated 16th Dec, 1999. The R/c carrying the 
notice was received back with the report that the workman 
has left without address. There is no other address 
available in the record on which fresh notice can be sent 
to the workman. The representative engaged by him, did 
not appear in this Court since December, 2005. There is on 
record the statement of claim, the affidavit of the workman 
on the one hand, and the reply of the Management to the 
statement of claim and affidavit of Shri Alok Shukla, 
witness of the management. The claim made by the 
workman has been denied by the Management. There is 
however no evidence for and against the pleadings of the 
parties. 

On record I do not find any legal evidence to show 
that the Management had terminated the services of the 
workman without paying him retrenchment compensation 
and, therefore, their action was bad in law. In the 
circumstances the reference is answered against the 
workman holding that he has failed to show that the 
Management had violated the provisions of law and 
principles of natural justice by terminating his services. 
He is, therefore, not entitled to any relief. The reference is 
answered against him and the award is passed in terms of 
this order. Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate 
Govt, for necessary action and the file be consigned to 
records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

R*#, 27 PWM<, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 185.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
440/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, No. II,. Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Central Sheep 
Breeding Farm and their workman which was received by 
the Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-42012/41/99-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXUKE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM-LABOUR COURT-D 
CHANDIGARH 

PRESIDING OFFICER: Shri Koldip Singh 
Case No. LD.No.440/Sc 5. 

Registered on 19-08-2005 
Date of Decision 6-12-2006. 

DineshC/o President District Agriculture Working 
Union Station No. 9 House No. 371, Jawahar Nagar, Hissar 

... .Petitioner 

Versus 

Director Central Sheep Breeding Farm, 

PO Box No. 10, Hissar 

... Respondent 

Appearance 

For the Workman : Sh. Darshan Singh 

For the Management : Sh. Sanjay Goya! Advocate 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India vide their notification No. 
L-42012/41/99/IR (DU) dated 27th July, 1999 referred 
the following matter for the consideration of this 
Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of die Director, Central Sheep 
Breeding Farm, Hissar in terminating the services 
of Shri Dinesh S/o Shri Prabhu Dayal is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

The notice of the reference was given to die parties. 
The workman appeared through representative whereas 
the management appeared through Counsel. They changed 
the counsels and finally Mr. Sanjay Goyal continued 
appearing for the Management. The workman filed his 
Claim Petition, to which the Management filed the 
Written Statement. The workman filed his affidavit 
whereas the management filed the affidavit of their 
witness Dr. Babu Ram & Dr. B.S. Purohit. The workman 
appeared as a witness whereas the management produced 
only Dr. B.S. Purohit as their witness. 

The claim of the workman is that he was engaged 
as attendant/Peon by the management from 1st July, 
1995 on daily wages but was paid the wages at the end of 
the month and he served them till 30th Apr., 1997. On 
his application and considering his experience in the line, 
he was appointed as Peon on adhoc basis from 1st May, 
1997, which appointment was extended upto 31st 
October, 1997. He was disengaged by oral order stating 
that his appointment is under the consideration of the 
concerned Ministry; that he had served the management 
continuously from 1st July, 1995 till 31st October, 


1997; that the management disengaged him from service 
without issuing him any notice and without paying him 
the appr o pri ate compensation. They, by their act, violated 
the provisions of the law; that he had made the 
representation to die management but received no reply. 
He apprehends that the management wants to appoint 
somebody else ignoring his claim and thereby they are 
resorting to unfair labour practice. 

The management in their reply has claimed that the 
workman has no right to claim since the management is 
not an Industry and is engaged in scientific breeding of 
sheep with a view to improve the sheep stock of India. 
The management being a scientific institution is not an 
Industry. Besides all the expenses of the Institute are met 
by the Govt, of India and, therefore, they are not an 
Industry. This fact is already accepted by the Industrial 
Tribunal at Hyderabad. On merits it is their claim that 
the services of the workman came to an end in terms of 
his appointment letter as he was engaged purely on adhoc 
basis for three months, which order was extended for 
further period of three months and ultimately it came to 
an end on 31st October, 1997. The services of the 
workman automatically came to an end on 31st October, 
1997, by afflux of time. According to them the post of 
Peon was abolished since 15th Feb., 2001. Denying that 
any fresh hand has been engaged by *the management, it 
is stated by them that they have not violated the 
provisions of Section 25-F, G & H of the Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 hereinafter to be referred as Act. 
According to them their action was legal, just and in 
accordance with law, therefore, the workman is not 
entitled to back wages or any other relief. 

The workman appeared as a witness and proved his 
affidavit W -1 and documents W-2 he admitted that he 
was appointed initially on daily wages, on 1st July, 1995 
but claimed that he had continuously served in that 
capacity till 1st May, 1997 when he was appointed on 
adhoc basis for three months. He admitted to have agreed 
-to work on the terms and conditions of the order and 
stated that his services came to an end on 31st October, 
1997, after the extended period of his engagement came 
to an end. 

The witness of the management Dr. B.S Purohit 
also proved his affidavits MW I and the documents placed 
on record Annexures R-l to R-4. In cross examination 
he stated that W-2/1 was issued by him; that the workman 
is used to get one rest day in a week but that fact is not 
noted in W-2/1. He further stated that the workman was 
working withDr. Vijender Singh, who was later on placed 
on suspension in Sep., 1997. He denied that the workman 
was disengaged on the exit of Dr. Vijender Singh. He 
admitted that no compensation was paid to the workman. 
He further admitted that the workman had served the 
management from 1st July, 1995 to 30th April, 1997 as 
daily wager and from 1st May, 1997 to 31st October, 
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1997, on adhoc basis. He further admitted that the 
workman was not given any offer of appointment 
thereafter since there was no vacancy. 

From the pleadings of the parties and the statement 
of the workman and witness of the management the 
undisputed facts which emerge out are that the workman 
had served the management continuously from 1st May, 
1995 upto 31st October, 1997. Though the first tenure 
from 1st May, 1995 to 30th April, 1997 was as adaily wager 
whereas during next six months he served on adhoc basis. 

In short the admitted case of the parties is that the workman 
had served the management for more than 240 days, 

12 months preceding the date of his disengagement. 
Dr. Purohit, the witness of the Management, admitted that 
before his disengagement the workman was not paid any 
disengagement compensation. There is also no rebuttal 
to the claim of the workman that before his disengagement 
he was not given notice of termination nor was paid wages 
for the notice period. The management therefore, did not 
comply with the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act, 
before the disengagement of the workman. Their claim is 
that since the engagement of the workman was adhoc 
which was not extended beyond 31st October, 1997, 
therefore, he automatically got disengaged on 
31 st October, 1997 by afflux of time. According to them 
the workman knew the terms and conditions of his 
engagement and by his statement, he agreed to the terms 
and conditions of his engagement, at the time of his 
adjustment on adhoc basis for three months. This fact 
may be true, but before his engagement on adhoc, the 
workman, by serving the management for more than 240 t 
days, 12 months preceding the date of change in the nature 
of his engagement by the management had earned the 
protection granted by Section 25-F of the Act. 

Admittedly, the workman if not illiterate, may be semi 
literate, could not be expected to understand changing 
the nature of his engagement the management intended 
to unsecure his position by limiting the extent of tenure of * 
his engagement. However this cannot affect the right of 
the workman which he had earned by continuously serving 
the management for 240 days, 12 months preceding the 
date of his disengagement. The law is now settled that a 
workman is a workman, whether engaged as a temporary, 
regular, adhoc or on daily wages and he gets the protection 
of Section 25-F of the Act, the movement he renders 
continuous service of 240 days preceding the date of his 
disengagement The management, therefore, was supposed 
to follow the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act, before 
terminating the service of the workman which they have 
not done by not paying him the wages for the notice period 
and by not paying him the retrenchment compensation. 
They have violated the law and principles of natural justice. 
The disengagement of the workman, therefore, was bad in 
law. 


The management has claimed that they arc not the 
Industry since the Management is engaged in the Research 
work and is fully financed by Govt, of India. In my opinion 
the claim made is unfounded. In the face of judgement in 
the case of Bangalore Water Supply and Sewerage Board 
V/s. A. Rajappa, reported as (1978) 1 LD 349 where it is 
held that if the Research Institute fulfills the triple test 
of Systematic activity, organized cooperation between 
employee and employer, for the production or 
distribution of goods and services calculated to satisfy 
the human wants and wishes such institutes are also an 
Industry. It is not shown by the management that they 
did not fulfill the triple test. Therefore, they are the 
Industry. 

After considering all the facts and circumstances of 
this case I hold that the management was an Industry and 
the workman, a workman. The Management did not comply 
with the provisions of the Act before terminating the 
services of the workman. As such the termination of the 
work was bad in law and is hereby quashed. 

Now the question comes as to what relief the 
workman is entitled to. Since the engagement of the 
workman has been declared as bad in law, therefore, he 
is treated to be in service of the management as if he was 
not disengaged from the service of the management w.e.f. 
1st Nov., 1997. The workman has not claimed that he 
has remained without gainful engagement during the 
period he has remained out of service of the management 
on the other hand the workman has not served the 
management but not due to his fault. It can not be accepted 
that he remained without work and still survived. 
Considering all these facts I am of the opinion that the 
workman is entitled to back wages so as to supplement 
his earnings. Therefore, I hold that the workman is entitled 
to back wages to the extent of 25% of the wages what he 
would have got what for his disengagement. The aw ard is 
passed in favour of the workman. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate govt, for necessary action and 
the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ tWt, 27 1WSR, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 
S.O. 186, —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
979/2005) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No.-II, Chandigarh as shown 
in theAnnexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of B.B.M.B, 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-42012/123/92-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM-LABOUR COURT-H, 
CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 
Case No. I. D. No. 979/2k5 
Registered on 16-09-2005 
Date of Decision9-11-2006 

Ramesh Chand S/o Shri Beli Ram, do Shri Sat Pal Shah, 
General Secretary, BBMB, Karam chan Sangh, Nangal. 

.Petitioner 

Versus 

Chief Engineer, Bhakra Dam, BBMB Nangal and Others 

.Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workmen Sh. R.K. Singh ParmarAR 

For the Management :* Mr. D.L. Sharma for 

Respondent No. 1 
Mr.R.C. Attrifor 
Respondent No. 2 

AWARD 

The following reference received from the Central 
Govt, is under the consideration of this Tribunal:— 

■ i 

“Whether the action of the Management of 
Chief Engineer, Bhakra Dam, BBMB Nangal 
Township and the Chief Engineer, Bhakra Satluj 
Link Project, BBMB Sundemagar District Mandi 
(HP) in not offering re-employment to 
Shri Ramesh Chand S/o Late Shri Beli Ram is legal 
and justified? If not, what relief he is entitled to and 
from what date?” 

On getting the reference notices were issued to the 
parties who appeared through thier representatives. The 
workman filed his Claim Petition and supported the same 
with his own affidavit. The management has filed the reply 
through their two officers. One by respondent No.l and 
other by respondent No. 2, Chief Engineer, Bhakra Dam, 
Nangal II. The workman filed rejoinder and also placed on 
record the photo copies of the documents which were 
later on Exhibited as Ex W-2 to Ex W-I0. The Management 


filed the affidavit of one Surinder Kumar and that of SDO 
Malkiat Singh. They placed on record photo copies of 
documents Annexure R1 to Annexure R3. They also placed 
on record photo copies of documents Exhibit M3 to M7. 
The parties have also submitted Written Arguments. 

Stated in brief the claim of the workman is that he 
had joined the services with Respondent No. 2 on 
26th May, 1958 and he served them continuously upto 
27th Feb., 1967. He was retrenched on 28th Feb., 1967 due 
to reduction in strength that at the time of his retrenchment 
he was holding the status of work mistry. Later on he was 
re-employed as work mistry on 26th June, 1967 by the 
Executive Engineer, Regulation Division under 
Respondent No. 2 and his services were retrenched again 
on 30th Nov., 1968 but he was not paid his dues including 
retrenclunent benefits; that he was employed by 
respondent No, 1 as work mistry on 6th December, 1969 
and he worked in that capacity upto 20th Jan., 1979 When 
against his services were retrenched. At that time he was 
holding the status of chargeman, Special Grade II and was 
getting Rs. 194/- p.m as his basic salary. 

The further claim of the workman is that due to 
completion of certain work, the Bhakra Satluj Link Project 
was merged with Bhakra Dam and the establishment was 
renamed as BBMB (Bhakra Beas Management Board), vide 
notification of Central Govt dated 15th May, 1976; and_the 
retrenched staff of the respondent No.l was adjusted in the 
establishment of respondent No. 2. They were given all the 
benefits of past services since they were working under the 
same chairman; that the workman after his retrenchment by 
respondents 1 and 2, made representations for re¬ 
employment in terms of Section 25-H of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, hereinafter to be referred as “Act” and 
his case was referred to Director Regulation BBMB. He also 
submitted his representation under R 1C to the respondent 
No. 2, but the same-remained unanswered. The Management 
continued making recruitments by violating the provisions 
of Section 25-H of the Act They did not provide option to 
the workmen for re-employment although Jhe workm^h, 
therefore, was entitled for re-employment from the date his 
juniors were recruited. In the end he has prayed for a relief 
in terms of Section 25-H of the Act along with any other 
relief found due to him. 

Both the respondents filed separate Written 
Statements. According to respondents. Chief Engineer 
Bhakra Satluj Link, Sundemagar. The reference is not 
maintainable since the workman was paid all the benefits 
on his retrenchment from the Bhakra Construction Board 
and the workman had voluntarily accepted the same. The 
workman having snapped the relationship with the 
management, therefore, cannot claim appointment as a 
matter of right; that too in a different and distinct 
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establishment created under the Punjab Reorganization 
Act, 1966 and the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. On merits 
it is claimed by them that the workman was the ex-work 
charge of Beas Construction Board and not of Bhakra 
Beas Management Board. Admitting that the workman 
was appointed asfresh as work mistry, on 6th December, 
J 969 and was promoted step by step and was finally made 
charge man, special grade II w.e.f. 1 st July, 1972. He was 
retrenched from service on the completion of the part 
of the work of BCB oil 4th Jan., 1979. The workman 
willingly accepted the retrenchment benefits as 
admissible under rules and his claims were finally settled. 
Denying the other averments made in the Claim Petition 
it is stated by them that as per the Award No.2 C of 1971, 
the senior most work charged employees of the BCB were 
to be inducted in the service of the BBMB within 6 months 
from the date of completion of the Civil works of BCB. 
The applicant being a junior one could not is inducted. His 
case could be considered oil merits but not as a matter of 
right. Contesting the claim of the workman for the benefit 
of Section 25-F of the Act, it is stated by them that the 
said provisions was not available to the workman since he 
was the retrenched employee of BCB which was a different 
organization to that of BBMB, therefore, he can not claim 
a right against the BBMB. His case could be considered 
only on merit provided he was sponsored by the 
resettlement cell of Bhakra Satluj Link. 

In reply to para 4, of the written statement it is 
stated by the respondents No. 1 that the Beas 
Construction Board was bound up on the completion of 
the project which was transferred to the BBMB. Denying 
the claim of the workman that all the employees of the 
BCB were adjusted in the BBMB, it is staled by them 
that only the senior work charge employees were taken 
in the employment of the BBMB as per the 1971 award 
passed by the Industrial Tribunal (Supra) and the workman 
having been retrenched from BCB, he had no legal right 
to claim appointment in BBMB. The respondent have also 
denied the claim of the workman that he had a right to be 
considered in terms of Section 25-H of the Act or that 
there was violation of directions of the award. The 
respondent finally submitted that the workman has no 
legal right to claim appointment in the BBMB, therefore, 
his claim be rejected. 

Respondent No. 2, filed separate Written statement 
and also maintained that the reference is not maintainable 
since there did not exist any dispute between the parties; 
that the reference was bad for latches; and that since the 
workman himself has admitted that he was lastly 
retrenched by the Bhakra Satluj Link, Project authorities, 
therefore, there never existed a relationship of 
respondent with the workman. On merit it is claimed by 
the answering respondent that there never existed a 
Regulation Division in 1967, which was created in the 
year 1975. Moreover as per the reply given by the Chief 


Engineer, Bhakra Dam, respondent No. 2 in the case, the 
workman has no right against the said respondent. The 
claim made by the workman, is not available to him, 
therefore, the same may be rejected. 

This Tribunal is required to examine whether the 
action of the Management of Chief Engineer, Bhakra 
Dam, BBMB Nangal, Township and Chief Engineer BSL 
Project, BBMB, Sundernagar, in not offering re¬ 
employment to Shri Ramesh Chand S/o Shri Beli Ram is 
legal and justified, if not what relief he is entitled to and 
from what date? 

The claim of the workman is that he had joined 
services with Chief Engineer BSL, BBMB Nangal 
Township, respondent No. 1 on 26th May, 1958 and he 
served them upto 27lh Feb., 1967 when his services were 
retrenched due to reduction in strength. He was later on 
was rc-cmployed from 26th June, 1967 and he worked 
for them till 30lh Nov., 1968. His further claim is that 
he was employed by Chief Engineer, BSL, BBMB, 
Sundernagar on 6th Dec., 1969, and he served them till 
20th Jan., 1979. Thus the workman himself has admitted 
that he had served under two Managements, distinct and 
different from each other, though finally both were 
merged in one known as Bhakra Beas Management Board, 
hereinafter to be referred as “BBMB". Before we 
approach to examine the claim of the workman the 
historical background of creation of BBMB may be kept 
in mind. 

HoiTblc Supreme Court of India in the case of 
J as want Singh V/s Union of India and others, reported as 
AIR 1980 SC 115 summarized the implementation of Bhakra 
Beas Construction Project, the provisions of Punjab 
Reorganization Act of I960 in the following words:— 

“The construction of the Beas Project was 
commenced in the year 1960 as a venture of the erstwhile 
State of Punjab and the State of Rajasthans by an 
agreement between the two States. All decisions on 
policy and administrative matters were taken by a Board 
known as Beas Control Board which was constituted by 
the Central Government in consultation with the States 
on Feb., 10, 1961. The Control Board was presided over 
by the Governor of the then Punjab and its members 
included Ministers of the States of Punjab and Rajasthan 
and senior members of the Central Government and the 
two states. The decisions of the Control Board used to 
be implemented by the Punjab Government which was 
administering and executing the works on the project. 
Expenditure on the Project was shared by the Punjab and 

Rajasthan Governments.by Section 79(1) of the 

Punjab Reorganization Act, the ‘Bhakra Management 
Board' was constituted by the Central Government for 
administration, management and operation of the Bhakra 
Nangal Project which included the Bhakra Dam, the 
Nangal Dam, certain irrigation headworks, power houses 
and sub-station Sub Sect ion (5) of Section 80 provides 
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that any component of the Beas Project in relation to which 
the construction has been completed after the appointed 
clay may be transferred by the Central Government to the 
Bhakra management Board constituted under Section 79, 
whereupon the provisions of that section shall apply as if 
it were a work included in sub section (1) of that Section, 
By Sub-Section (6), the Bhakra Management Board 
constituted under Section 79 is to be re named as the 
Bhakra Beas management Board when die components of 
the Beas Project is transferred under Sub Section 5. The 
Beas Construction Board is to exist when all the 
components of Beas Project have been so transferred.. 
Thus part VIII the Punjab Reorganization Act provides 
lor the constitution and prescribes the functions and 
powers of three different Boards: (1) The Bhakra 
Management Board, (2) The Bhakra Construction Board 
and (3) The Bhakra Beas Management Board. For brevity 
these boards are mostly referred to this judgement as the 
B. M. Board, the B. C. Board and the B.B.M. Board 
respectively. The B.M. Board and the B. C. Board were 
constituted on Oct. 1967. The B. M. Board was remined as 
B.B.M Board on May 15,1976, when two components of 
the Beas Project the Bhtinda-Sangrur Transmission Line 
and the Panipat Sub Section, were transferred to the B.M. 
Board. Prior to reorganization, there was only one Board 
in existence, called the Beas Control Board, which was 

constituted on Feb., 10,1961..We have noticed that 

the Beas Project which prior to the reorganization of Punjab 
was a joint venture of the erstwhile State of Punjab and 
Stale of Rajasthan, become a venture of successor States 
and States of Rajasthan w.e.f November 1966 prior to the 
reorganization, the management and construction works 
of Bhakra Nangal project as well as of the Beas project 
were under the control of the erstwhile State of Punjab 
though the entire expenditure for the two projects was 
shared by Punjab and Rajasthan. By the Reorganization 
Act the entire expenditure for the construction and 
completion of the Beas Project was to be shared by the 
successor States and the State of Rajasthan but the 
responsibility of construction and completion of the Beas 
project was entrusted to the Central Government. 

It is the admitted case of the workman that he was 
initially engaged on 26th may, 1958, by respondent No. 2 
and his services were retrenched due to reduction in 
strength on 28th Feb., 1967. He was re employed on 26th 
June, 1967, but again his services were terminated cm 30th 
Nov., 1969. He claims that he was not paid retrenchment 
benefits whereas it is claimed by the Management that he 
was paid retrenchment compensation and other benefits 
in terms of the Industrial Dispute Act. The workman in his 
slatment recorded on 27th Dec., 2000 admitted that at the 
time he was retrenched from service by the BSL Project, 
he had received the terminal benefits. Thus when his 


services were terminated by the BSL Projebt due to 
reduction of staff he was paid the terminal benefits and 
that is why he did not raise this claim since 1969. His 
second termination came in the year 1979, again at the 
time of completion of the work undertaken by Beas 
Construction Board. The Management has claimed that 
the workman was paid the terminal benefits at that time 
also, that is why, the workman has not raised the claim of 
payment of retrenchment compensation and other terminal 
benefits. The only grievance of the workman is that 
although he had served the Management of BSL and BBMB 
which are now both under same banner, but he was 
not given the opportunity of re-employment although the 
Management had engaged his juniors in the employment. 
The workman in his statement of claim has nowhere named 
the persons who were juniors to his and were re-employed 
by the management. In his statement also he did not name 
any such worker who was junior to him but was given the 
re-employment by the management. As stated earlier the 
workman was engaged for a specified works and after the 
completion of that work the agencies like BSL or BCB got 
bound up and all the works were transferred to a new 
Management known as BBMB. Thus there is not 
justification with the workman to claim he was entitled for 
re-employment by the BBMB since he was never engaged 
by the BBMB nor his services were terminated by them. 
The workman was engage4 by distinct and different 
establishment though thes^ establishments merged into 
BBMB but without the liability of merged establishments 
to treat as erstwhile employees of BCB or BSL Project, as 
their own employees and to give them the benefits which 
they could claim had they were engaged by the BBMB 
and then retrenched by them. Hon’ble Supreme Court in 
the ease of Jaswant Singh(Supra) has upheld the 
retrenchment of work charged employees of BSL and BCB 
on the completion of these works. 

There is another aspect of this matter. The 
employees of BSL Project approached the Central Govt, 
about their regularization in service. The Central Govt, 
referred the matter by reference 2 C of 1971 to the Central 
Industrial Tribunal, Chandigarh. The Tribunal discussed 
the matter with the management and the employees and a 
formula was agreed to between the parties. According to 
which after the completion of the works of Project or 
anytime within 6 months thereafter, if the BBMB required 
to recruit any employees from any department of the State 
or Central Govt., they were to offer the jobs to the work 
charge employees of the BSL Project who had put in 10 
years of continuous service or more and in order of their 
seniority, in the category or trade, where the Vacancy 
occurred subject to medical fitness of such a workman. It 
was further directed that the scale of wages paid to such a 
workman were not to be reduced to his prejudice nor the 
continuity of his service was to be affected. Thus the 
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workman could be re-employed, after his retrenchment, in 
terms of the award provided he had served continuously 
lor 10 years with either of the respondents and was higher 
in the seniority among those of his category and the 
vacancy was available in the BBMB in that category and 
not otherwise. Thus it was the duty of the workman to 
-show that (a) he had served the Management continuously 
lor 10 years or more; that there was a vacancy available in 
that category in which he had served earlier; that he was 
the senior most qua the vacancy available in that category 
but the Management despite that did not give him the 
opportunity of re-employment. The workman has utterly 
tailed to prove these facts. He has also failed to prove that 
there was a liability on the BBMB, of the employees of the 
erstwhile BCB or Beas Construction Board, under whom 
he had served earlier. 

After due consideration of all the evidence available 
oil record I am of the opinion that the workman has failed 
to show that the action of the management of Chief 
Engineer, BBMB Nangal Township and Chief Engineer, 
BSL in not offering re-employment to Shri Ramcsh Chander 
was not legal and justified. The evidence rather shows 
that the workman was not entitled for re-employment in 
the face of the 2-C, decided by the Central Govt. Industrial 
Tribunal, Chandigarh. The claim of the workman is also 
had for laches. He was last trenched in the year 1979 aiid 
he has raised the claim in the year 1994 i.e after 15 years. 
For that reason also his claim cannot be accepted. For, 
these reasons, he is not entitled to any relief. The award is 
passed against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate govt, for necessary action and the file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
27 2006 
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New Delhi, the 27 th December, 2006 

S.O. 187. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
18/2005) of Industrial Tribunal, Godavarikhani as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of SCCL and 
their workman which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-22013/1 /2006-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM-L ABOUR COURT, 
GODAVARIKHANI 

PRESENT 

Sri M. Shanmugam, B.Com., B.L., Chairman- 
cum- Presiding Officer 

Wednesday, the 8th day of November, 2006. 

Industrial Dispute No. 18 of2005 
BETWEEN 

Odelay Sandya, 

W/o. Venkateshwarlu, 

Age 28 yrs., Occ : House Hold, 

R/o. Qr. No. T2-1196,7B Colony, 

Godavarikhani, 
now at H. No. 408-16, 

Mutyala Pochamma Wada, 

Peddapalli of Karimnagar Distt. ....Petitioner 

And 

1. The Colliery Manager, 

II-A Incline, 

Godavarikhani. 

2. The General Manager, 

Singareni Collieries, 

Godavarikhani. 

3. The Managing Director, 

Singareni Collieries, 

Kothagudcm, 

Khammam Distt. ....Respondents 

This Industrial Dispute petition coming on before 
me for final hearing on 6-11-2006, upon perusing all the 
documents on record and upon hearing arguments of 
Sri D. Krishna Mur thy, Advocate for the respondents. For 
the petitioner, she filed the petitioner. Afterwards, she was 
called absent, sct-cxpartc. As per Rule 24 of A.P., I.D., 
Rules, if without sufficient cause, the petitioner fails to 
attend or to be represented before this court, it should be 
considered as if the party had duly attended or had been 
represented, and having stood over for consideration 

AWARD 

1. This is a petition filed U/Sec. 2-A(2) of I.D. Act, 
1947 praying to direct the respondents to appoint the 
petitioner into service as fresh duly setting aside the 
termination order dtd. 22-3-2001 issued by R-2 togethger 
with full backwagcs. 

2. The petitioner affidavit allegations briefly are as 
follows:— 

That the husband of petitioner was appointed as 
an employe in Singareni Collieries in the year 1992 and 
the husband of petitioner discharged his duties to the 
fullest satisfaction of superiors till upto removal from 
service i. e., 22-3-2001. 
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3. That the husband of petitioner was foisted a single 
charge of absenteeism of misconduct in the year 1998 and 
terminated the services of husband of petitioner. The 
husband of petitioner was not given any documents such 
as enquiry reports, charge memo and other material papers 
and thereby committed a false enquiry into the case of 
petitioner. The enquiry conducted is completely arbitrary 
illegal and against to the principles of natural justice. The 
husband of petitioner is regularised in the year 1995 and 
he is a regular employee of SC company. 


submits that Central Government established an Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court at Hyderabad from 29-12-2000 
for adjudication of industrial disputes and the petitioner 
ought to have approached the said tribunal for the redressal 
of grievance, if any. But, the petitioner conveniently 
avoided to file his petition before the tribunal established 
by the Central Government for the reasons best known to 
him. That the petition is not maintainable under law and 
the same may be dismissed on this ground alone. 


4. That after the removal from service dtd. 22-3-2001, 
the husband of petitioner left home without giving any 
intimation to his Mrs.petitioner herein and also a minor 
daughter at the mercy of her father in law and mother in 
law. Both the father in law, mother in law expelled the 
petitioner herein to the house of her parents. Now the 
petitioner No. 1 and her minor daughter is living in the 
house of her father. The where abouts of petitioner’s 
husband for the last three years is not known. So the non 
availability of regular services of workman is nothing but 
retrenchment. The termination order is issued by 
respondent No.2. Therefore the cause of action arise to 
the petitioner herein to contest the termination as, a class 
1 heir of Hindu succession Act., to survive on the earth 
along with her minor daughter. 

5. That the petitioner went to several times to the 
1 st respondent to provide an employment of attender or 
sweeper or any suitable post to her. But the words of 
petitioner has proved futile. Hence, the petitioner is 
approaching this court for judicious adjudication. That 
the petitioner prays this court to decide the validity of 
domestic enquiry as a preliminary point. The petitioner’s 
husband is an illeterate and he does not know english and 
the respondent obtained thumb impression of enquiry 
reports. Thereby cheated to petitioner’s husband. The 
petitioner’s husband termination is totally illegal arbitrary. 
Therefore the fresh enquiry has to be conducted into the 
case of petitioner. 


8. That the maintainability of the dispute raised by 
the petitioner before this court may be decided as 
preliminary issue before proceeding with the trial. That 
the petitioner failed to exhaust the conciliation procedure 
as laid down in the I.D.Act and filed the present petition 
before this court under S.2A(2) of I. D„ Act, 1947 as 
amended by A.P.Amcndment Act, 1987 (Act No.32 of 1987). 
That as the appropriate government for coal mining 
industry is the Central Government, the State Amendment 
Act is not applicable to the respondent company and the 
petition filed by the petitioner is not maintainable under 
law and is liable to be dismissed in limine. 

9. That the above petition is filed by the petitioner, 
wife of Odela Venkateswarlu, ex-Badli Filler, GDK. No. 2 A 
Incline of the respondent company, who was dismissed 
from the service of the respondent company vide order 
dated 20-3-2001. That the petitioner in the above petition 
clearly stated that the ex-employee left the house without 
any intimation after removal from the service. That there 
is not proof regarding his death and there is no 
declaration from any competent court declaring Sri Odela 
Venkateswarlu is dead. That in the absence of death 
certificate or declaration from a competent court the 
petitioner is not entitled to question the dismissal order 
dtd.20-3-2001 passed by the respondent company. On 
this count alone the above petition is liable to be 
dismissed. 


6. That the petitioner and her minor daughter is 

living at the mercy of the father of petitioner. That the 
petitioner is facing untold problem for food clothes and 
shelter. Therefore prays this court to direct the 
respondents to appoint the petitioner into service as fresh 
duly setting aside the termination order dtd. 22-3-2001 
issued by R-2 together with full backwages. 

7. The averments of the counter filed by the 
respondents are that it is a Govt. Company incorporated 
under the companies Act, 1956 for carrying out the 
business of winning and selling the coal. That since the 
coal mining industry is a central subject the Appropriate 
Government for this respondent management is Central 
Government. The respondent submits that as per S.7A(i) 
of I.D.Act, the Appropriate Government may by 
notification in the official gazette constitute one or more 
industrial tribunal for the adjudication of industrial disputes 
relating to any matter whether specified in the 2nd schedule 
or 3rd schedule and for performing such other functions 
as may be assigned to them under this Act. The respondent 


10. That the husband of the petitioner Mr. Odela 
Venkateswarlu was appointed as badli filler vide office older 
dtd. 28-7-1996 in the respondent company but not in the 
year 1992 as alleged in the petition. That Venkateswarlu 
had not put in mandatory attendance of 190 days per 
year since his appointment. As such, he has not served 
the respondent company to its satisfaction as alleged. 

11. That as Mr. Venkateswarlu worked only for 62 
days during the year, 1997 and remained absent for his 
duties without any leave or permission he was issued 
with a chargesheet dtd. 30-7-1998 under clause No. 25.25 
of the approved standing orders for his misconduct of 
habitual absenteeism. After receipt of the chargesheet 
had submitted his explanation dtd. 5-8-98 stating that due 
to ill-health, he did not attend to his duties in the year 1997 
and requested the company to allow him to duty. As the 
explanation of Mr.Venkateswarlu was not satisfactory 
domestic enquiry was ordered duly fixing the date of 
enquiry, on 11-8-1998. After receipt of enquiry notice he 
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had attended the enquiry on 11 -8-1998. During the enquiry, 
he admitted the charges levelled against him and requested 
(he management to condone his absence for this lime and 
assured that he will not repeat the same in f uture. That he 
had fully participated in the domestic enquiry and he 
signed the enquiry proceedings in token of his 
participation. 

12. That Mr. Venkateswarlu had only attended 68 
days in the year 1996, 62 days in the 1997, 42 days in 
the year 1998, 113 days ;n the year 1999, 117 days in 
the year 2000. As Mr. Venkateswarlu did not improve 
his attendance inspitc of receipt ol chargesheet dt. 
30-7-98 and as the representation is not satisfactory the 
respondent company had no option except to dismiss 
Venkateswarlu from the services ol the respondent 
company. As such he was dismissed on 20-3-2001 w.e.f., 
22-3-2001. 

13. That Venkateswarlu had fully participated in 
the domestic enquiry and put his signature on the enquiry 
proceedings in English. He was given air opportunity to 
defend his ease. Therefore, the respondent company 
prays this court to dismiss the petition with exemplary 
costs in the ends of justice; else the respondent company 
suffers irreparable loss. 

14. Heard on both sides. 

15. This is a ease of 2005. The petitioner counsel 
filed vakalat on 17-7-2006. On 9-10-2006, the petitioner 
counsel stated that the petitioner is not interested, though 
he had written letters to the petitioner but no response 
from the petitioner. If on the next date of adjourn incut, if 
petitioner not lumed-up, he will report no instructions. 
On 16-10-2006 the petitioner counsel stated that he can 
withdraw and close the I.D., as the petitioner's husband 
whereabouts not known for 4 years-on 30-10-2006, both 
petitioner and counsel absent and no representation. 
Hence, made set-ex-parte and posted for respondent 
side evidence on 6-11 -2006. Today the petitioner counsel 
present and endorsed on the vakalat stating that the 
husband of the petitioner not heard as on today i.e., for 4 
years. Hence, the I.D., may be closed by way of not 
pressing. Again the counsel for the petitioner endorsed 
on the petition slating that l.D. may be closed as he is not 
pressing the I.D., for one year. 

16. Heard the respondent side. Respondent side, 
no oral and documentary evidence produced. Heard the 
arguments on respondent side and posted lor orders. 
Heard the arguments on the respondent side as the 
petitioner since from the beginning did not turn-up to the 
court except filing this petition. This is a petition filed by 
the wife of the deceased L.R. 

17. As per the pleadings of the petition, this petition 
filed by the petitioner the respondent filed counter as 
follows, wife of Odela Venkateswarlu Ex. Badli Filler of the 
respondent company, who was dismissed irom service 
vide order dt.20-3-2001. The petitioner clearly stated that 
the employee left the house without any intimation after 
removal from service. There is no proof of regarding his 


death and there is no declaration From any competent 
court declaring Odela Venkateswarlu is dead. In the 
absence of death certificate or declaration from a competent 
court the petitioner is not entitled to question the dismissal 
order passed by the respondent company. 

18. As per the petitioner allegations that the 
husband of the petitioner left home without giving any 
intimation to his wife. Both the father-in-laws and mother- 
in-law expelled the petitioner from the house and the 
petitioner and her daughter arc living at their father s 
house. The petitioner and her husband whereabouts arc 
not known for the last 3 years. This is stated in the year 
2005, now even by calculation it comes by 4 years. The 
petitioner filed this petition as Class-1 of Hindu Succession 
Act. Further the petitioner requested the court to provide 
her an employment in (he company. 

19. As per the pleadings the petitioner husband 
pleaded that, the petitioner husband is an illiterate and he 
does not know English and his thumb impressions 
obtained on the enquiry report. Thereby cheated the 
petitioner’s husband. The petitioner’s husband 
termination is totally illegal and arbitrary. Therefore, a tresh 
enquiry has to be conducted. For this, respondent 
counsel contended that Odela Venkateswarlu has fully 
participated in the domestic enquiry and put his signature 
on the enquiry proceedings in English. He was giveniair 
opportunity to defend his case. 

20. On the basis ol'thc evidence available on record, 

the findings concluded by the enquiry authority and the 
disciplinary authority accepted the same. The Petitioner 
wife did not explain what prejudice she has been 
caused to her. When the petitioner wife did not explain 
any prejudice in any way on account of conducting 
enquiry. The findings recorded by the respondent is 
perfectly legal and valid. The court thinks that the case of 
the petitioner is not at all real one, substance or that there 
is a Substantiate possibility of success or that the result 
will not be different even it natural justice is followed. In 
the absence ol any such violating circumstances, the court 
is not likely to be interfered with. The Domestic enquiry is 
conducted is proper, valid and conducted in accordance 
with the prinicplcs of natural justice. Therefore the issues 
are found in favour of the respondent and against the 
petitioner. 

21. From the respondent counsel argument the 
following points are raised for determination. 

1. Whether the petitioner wife is entitled to lile this 

petition without filing the death certificate of the 
petitioner and without filing succession certilicate 
that she is the heir of the petitioner. 

22. As per the respondents counsels argument in 
this case the petitioner left the house without any 
intimation after removal from service. There is no prool 
regarding his death and there is no declaration from any 
competent court declaring the petitioner is died. In the 
absence of that the petition is not maintainable. 
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23. Further the respondent counsel contended that ’ 
the petitioner received the charge sheet and submitted his 
explanation stating that due to ill-health, he did not attend 
to his duties in the year. 1977. The petitioner 
Venkateswarlu admitted the charges levelled against him 
and did not choose to take any assistance of his co¬ 
workers. During the enquiry. Venkateswarlu admitted the 
charges and requested the management to condone his 
absence and he assured he will not repeat the same in 
future. Venkateswarlu alter receipt of show cause notice 
submitted his representation requesting the respondent 
company to execuse him and to take him on duty. 

24. The respondent counsel contended that 
Venkateswarlu is irregular, his services were not 
regularised. The said Venkateswarlu left the house for 
family problems and he is still alive. There is no cause 
of action for the petitioner to file this petition. The 
alleged cause of action is not maintainable under law. 
The said Venkateswarlu, terminated after due enquiry 
for his misconduct, wherein he has fully participated 
and signed in english. It does not amount to retrenchment. 
Further the respondent submit that the company is doing 
the business of winning and selling of coal by employing 
more than 90,000 persons. It is further submitted that if 
the employees abstain/abscond from their duties the 
required production/planned production targetted will not 
be achieved resulting in huge losses to the respondent 
company. To avoid this contingency the respondent 
company incorporated the absenteeism as one of the acts 
of misconduct which is approved by the Central 
Government in accordance with the procedure laid down 
in the Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) Act, 1946. 
Therefore, the respondent company prays this court to 
dismiss the petition with exemplary costs in the ends of 
justice; else the respondent company suffers irreparable 
loss. 


25. The findings and orders of disciplinary 
authority, it is very well reasoned and detailed order has 
found the charges proved against the petitioner on the 
basis of the oral and documentary evidence and the legal 
position discussed, without any perverse of mind. That 
the respondent-management established the misconduct 
beyond doubt against the petitioner and the points are 
decided against the petitioner and in favour of the 
respondent. This misconduct of un-authorised absence 
without prior permission and prior intimation oil the part 
of the petitioner is of serious and grave in nature and 
warrants the extreme punishment of dismissal from 
sex vice. When the misconduct has been proved and this 
court found that the enquiry was fair and proper and the 
misconduct was proved from the material available on 
record, 1 do not find any extention circumstances to 
interfere with the order of punishment of dismissal from 
service. In my considered opinion the findings of the 
respondent in the domestic enquiry does not suffer from 
any error whatsoever. 


causing loss to the management. It is well established that 
this court should not use the words punishment being 
disproportionate to the charges. Once this court finds the 
gravity of misconduct and he has the past record of service 
should not be interfered. Without prejudice to the petitioner 
and the respondent conducting enquiry it found that the 
un-authorised absence without leave or prior permission 
without obtaining leave earlierly it shows he is disobedient 
of the lawful orders of the respondent as fully stated the 
petitioner committed misconduct within the meaning of 
Regulations and thereby the respondent has removed the 
petitioner from service. This court would have no 
jurisdiction to show any sympathy for such a petitioner 
who is guilty of un-authorised absence should not be 
shown any lenient especially when he continues absent 
himself and for a long period. 

27. From the above, the petitioner is not a duty 
minded and discipline, as he Violated to follow the 
regulations of the company. So the petitioner is un¬ 
doubtedly committed the irregularities which is a serious 
in nature. In the circumstances, this courfcannot take any 
lenient view and substitute its opinion for that of the 
disciplinary authority. The findings of the disciplinary 
authority given on the question relating to the propor¬ 
tionality of punishment is based upon tbe evidence and 
material on record. In the circumstances, I do not find any 
merits in this petition and the same shall be accordingly 
stands dismissed. 

In the result, the petition is liable to be dismissed 
'and is accordingly dismissed. But in the circumstances, 
no costs. 

Typed to my dictation directly by typist, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on 
this, the 8th day of Nov., 2006. 


M. SHAN MU GAM, Chairman-cum- 
Presiding Officer 

Appendix of Evidence 

Witnesses Examined 

For WQrkm^Q; 

-NIL- 

For Management: 

-NIL- 

Exhifr i te 

F o r W orkm^q: 

-NIL- 

For Management: 

-NIL- 


26. In this case, the misconduct for which the 
extreme punishment was imposed on the petitioner, he is 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 188.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1259/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Anncxure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of PGI, and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-42012/56/2005-IR (CM-H)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR. Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-H, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer : Shri Kuldip Singh 

Case LD. No.1259/2006 

Registered on 14-3-2006 
Date of Decision 28-11-2006. 

Mahesh Kumar S/o Shri Ram Bharose, C/o Shri Ram Din, 
Civil Division No. 1, PGI, Chandigarh. 

—Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, PGI, Chandigarh 

—Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : NEMO 

For the Management : Mr. Kuldip Kumar Sharma 
Legal Assistant, PGI 

AWARD 


The workman is not present. Management appears 
through representative. 

It may be noted here that this reference was received 
on 14th March, 2006. On a notice issued, the parties 
appeared on 5th June, 2006, and since then the workman 
sought time to file the Claim Petition. It is the conduct of 
the workman that on one day he appears and on the next 
date he is absent. He has been given four dates to file the 
Claim Petition. So as to easurc his presence, a notice under 
R/C was also issued to him for his appearance on 4th 


October, 2006. He appeared on the date fixed and on the 
jlate next to that but today again he is absent. 

It is also worth note here that the copy of the 
reference in this case was endorsed by the Ministry of 
Labour and Employment to Mahesh Kumar S/o Ram Bharose 
C/o Ram Din Civil Division No. 1, PGI, Chandigarh whereas 
the dispute which has been referred for adjudication 
pertains to one Sanjay Kumar, Ward Servant. In the 
reference there is no address of this Sanjay Kumar nor it is 
shown as to what is his relationship with Mahesh Kumar, 
who has been appearing in the case off and on. The 
Management has placed on record photo copies of the 
award passed by CGIT-cum-Labour Court-I in ID No. 277 
of 2004 and stated that the case of Mahesh Kumar was 
under the consideration of that Tribunal which has already 
been dismissed. On record there is neither the claim petition 
filed by Shri Mahesh Kumar nor any evidence produced 
by him to prove that the Management had acted illegally 
by terminating the services of Shri Sanjay Kumar, Ward 
Servant. In the circumstances the reference cannot be 
answered effectively so long the proper party from the 
side of the workman appears and states the case of the 
workman. It. seems there has come some clerical mistake 
while drafting the reference. Whatever may be the case, 
the correction has to be done by the Labour Ministry, 
therefore, the reference is returned to them for necessary 
action. The file be consigned to records after due 
completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Persiding Officer 
ferft, 27 few, 2006 

cFT.3ir, 189,-^Pl^l^K 3Tf^fWT, 1947 ( 1947 
cR 14) *TKI 17 WWl 

ctf rdfa^U ^ srsfqtfsr <£ Ph4m*T sfa 

cMfchuY apjsfa if PnRtd ajteftPra 

WTR afmtfw ■=£ 2, ^ 

w 39/2003) ^ y*iP*M wt t, ttttk 

•Sf^ 27- 12-2006 W<\ I3TT «ni 

^-42012/133/20023TR( 11) ] 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

SXL 189.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 39/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
LabourCourt, No. II, New Delhi as shown in the Annexurc 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Super Bazar The Co-operative Store Ltd., and their 
workmen , received by the Central Government on 
27-12-2006. 

[No. L-42012/133/2002-IR (CM-H)1 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXUKE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRJBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-H, NEWDELHI 
Presiding Officer :R.NRAI. LD. No. 39/2003 

In the matter of: 

ShriPatRam, 

R/o.D-467,ShakurPur, ,. 

J.J. Colony, 

Delhi-110 034. 

Versus 

The Managing Director, 

Super Bazar, the Co-operative Store Ltd., 

Cannought Place, 

New Delhi-110 001. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/133/ 
2002-IR (CM-II) Central Government dt. 05-03-2003 has 
rcferted the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder:— 

“Whether die action erf the Managing Director, Super 
Bazar, The Co-operative Store Limited, Cannaught 
Place, New Delhi in dismissing the services of Shri 
Pat Ram, Helper from services w.e.f. 24-03-2001 and 
also ordering to recover an amount of Rs. 22182.01 
from his dues is legal and justified ? If not, to what 
relief he is entitled to?” 

The workman applicant has filed statement of claim. 
In his claim statement it has been stated that he was 
illegally dismissed on 24-03-2001 and the management 
ordered for recovery of Rs. 22182.01. This act of the 
management is illegal. 

The workman applicant has been charged for 
shortage of stock from 26-06-1993 to 27-02-1994. The 
workman has not been entrusted with any stock during 
this period. The workman has hot been entrusted with any 
stock, so if stock has been found short he should not be 
held liable for the same. 

That there is provision for recovery of short stock 
from the concerned employee. The value of short of stock 
is being recovered from hjm without holding any proper 
inquiry. He cannot be held liable for the stock which was 
not received by him. The entire proceedings regarding 
shortage of stock against him is illegal and invalid. The 
workman has been employed in Super Bazar at the post of 
Helper from September, 1984 and he has been discharging 
his duties honestly and sincerely. The dismissal of his 
services vide order dated 24-03-2001 is absolutely illegal 
and unjustified. 

The respondent/management has filed written 
statement. In the written statementit has been stated that 
the claim petition has been filed by one Surya Narayan 
Shulda on behalf of the workman namely Shri Pat Ram 
who has been dismissed from the services of the 
respondenl/management w.c.f. 24-03-2001. Shri Surya 
Narayan Shukla has no locus standi for filing of the present 


petition an behalf of the workman. The claim petition has 
neither been signed by the workman nor is supported by a 
letter of authority in the prescribed Form - F as requited 
by the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. The 
claim petition is therefore, not maintainable and is liable 
for rejection on this ground alone. 

That the dispute raised before this Hon’ble Court is 
not properly espoused by any union representing the 
employees of the management. The claim petition is not 
maintainable and therefore, needs to be rejected. 

That the management establishment is already 
closed and wound up and is under liquidation for which 
liquidator has already been appointed. Since the 
management is already closed and there is no post available 
for which the claimant can be appointed as such the relief 
as prayed by the workman cannot be in any case granted 
against the management and in favour of the workman. 
The claim filed by the workman is liable to be rejected on 
this ground alone. 

The claim is not maintainable in view of the 
provisions of Multi State Co-operative Societies Act as 
the management is already under liquidation. The claim 
is liable to be rejected on this ground alone. 

That even otherwise, the workman is not entitled to 
any relief whatsoever as claimed in the claim petition 
under reply. The workman has been dismissed from the 
services in accordance with law'and after complying with 
all the procedures of natural justices. lit is submitfed that 
the workman was charge sheeted under major penalty vide 
charge sheet No. Vig.ll/SB/94/84M474 dated 25-11-1994 
along with another employee namely Shri Prem Singh, 
Jr. SA. As per the charge Sheet dated 25-11-1994 both the 
above employees while functioning in PNB Special Mobile 
No. 8150 during the period from 261-06-1993 to 17-02-1994 
were responsible for heavy stock shortages to the tune of 
Rs. 45,625.75. After allowing the permissible shortage, the 
recoverable shortage comes to Rs. 45,295.55. 

An inquiry was conducted against the two employees 
including the workman by Shri MJL. Gulati who was 
appointed Inquiry Officer by the disciplinary authority vide 
his order dated 26-04-1995. The workman participated in 
the said inquiry and was given sufficient opportunity to 
rebut die charges. The workman was supplied with all the 
material/documents on the basis of which inquiry was 
proposed to be conducted. Further opportunity was given 
to the workman to cross-examine the management witness 
as well as to adduce evidence in defence. The Inquiry 
Officer concluded the inquiry and submitted his report 
dated 18-12-2000 to the disciplinary authority, holding the 
charged officials including the workman guilty of causing 
stock shortages due to their negligence. 

The report of the inquiry was forwarded to the 
workman who was also given an opportunity of making 
written/oral submission. The workman made a written as 
well as oral submissions before the disciplinary authority 
mi 14-03-2001 and in his written subrriissions the Workman 
has offered to deposit 60% .of the shortages against him 
immediately and requested that remaining 40% may be 
recovered firomhis salary. 
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The disciplinary authority after going through the 
record of the inquiry, the submissions made by the charged 
officials as well as the admission of guilt made by the 
charged official vide his order dated 17-03-2001 imposed 
punishment of dismissal upon the workman along with 
direction that the remaining 40% of shortages be 
recovered from his dues. The conduct of the workman 
was found to be against the service and conduct rules of 
the respondent management and also for the loss of 
confidence in the workman, the punishment of dismissal 
was imposed upon him. The order of dismissal therefore, 
is legally valid and in conformity with the principles of 
natural justice. The appeal filed by the workman against 
the order of the dismissal dated 17-03-2001 has also been 
rejected by the appellate authority vide his order dated 
26-06-2001. 

That the management relies upon the inquiry record 
and reiterates that the findings of the Inquiry Officer are 
correct and legal. 

That the contents of the claim are not denied so far 
as existence of order dated 27-05-2000 is concerned 
however, it is submitted that the service and conduct rules 
of the respondent management make it clear that the 
employees posted in the selling areas are responsible 
jointly and severally for the stock shortages. The 
respondent management has also issued various orders 
and guidelines in respect of the joint responsibility of 
the employees working in selling areas. The orders/ 
guidelines issued are part of the service condition of the 
respondent management and therefore, binding upon them. 
The respondent management is within its rights to take 
disciplinary action against the claimant and also recover 
the amount as heavy stock shortages beyond the 
permissible limit from him being responsible for the 
same. 

The performance of the claimant has been poor 
during his employment with die respondent management. 
No authority letter as alleged has been supplied to the 
respondent management; otherwise also no such 
authorization can be made in favour of the person who 
has signed the claim. The claim cannot be signed by any 
person other than the claimant as such the claim is liable 
to be rejected on this ground itself. 

That the inquiry held against the claimant is fair and 
legal however in case this Hon’ble Court vitiates the 
inquiry for any reasons whatsoever, in that case the 
respondent management seeks leave to prove the charges 
before this Hon’ble Court. 

That the contents of the prayer clause are factually 
incorrect and legally untenable and are liable to be 
rejected. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim 
statement and has denied most of the paras of the written 
statement. 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that 
the case was posted for argument on the preliminary issue 
for fairness of the inquiry. 

On 29-08-2006 the parties were directed to enter into 
evidence. So 02-11-2006 was fixed for cross of the 


workman. The management was permitted to adduce 
evidence on the point of legality and fairness of the inquiry. 

It further transpires from perusal of the order sheet 
that the workman filed affidavit on 18-04-2005 and the case 
was fixed on 21 -06-2005 for cross of the workman applicant. 
The management has sought several adjournments. The 
management has not adduced any evidence. The workman 
applicant has not been cross examined. 

Heard argument from the side of the workman 
applicant. The management was subsequently present on 
that day. 7 days time was allowed for advancing argument 
on 28-11-2006 but the management did not turn up on 
05-12-2006. So the case was reserved for award. 

The case of the workman is that he was illegally 
dismissed on 24-03-2001 and the management ordered for 
recovery of Rs. 22182. The workman has been charged for 
shortage of stock from 26-06-1993 to 27-02-1994. 

It was submitted that no stock was entrusted with 
the workman. The workman has not received any stock 
from any employee. The Mobile Van Incharge, Shri Prem 
Singh has received the entire stock. 

It was further submitted that the inquiry proceedings 
against the workman for shortage of stock are illegal and 
invalid. The workman was a Helper. He was employed in 
Supar Bazar from September, 1984 and he has been 
discharging his duties honestly and sincerely. Dismissal 
order is absolutely illegal and unjustified. 

The case of the management is that the claim 
statement has not been filed by the workman. There is no 
registered power of attorney to the fact that Shri Shyain 
Narain Shukla will contest on behalf of the workman. There 
is letter from the workman, B-7purported to be signed by 
Shri Pat Ram. 

It has been mentioned in the rejoinder that Shri Shyam 
Narain Shukla has been authorized by the workman to sign 
the claim and rejoinder under rule 4 of the ID Act, 1957. 

It appears from perusal of the reference order that 
Shri Pat Ram has raised the dispute before the Conciliation 
Officer and the reference has ben sent in the name of Shri 
Pat Ram. There is no merit in this contention of the 
management. 

It was further submitted from the side of the 
management that the establishment is under liquidation 
and it has been admitted in the rejoinder by the authorized 
co-employee of the claimant that the dispute was raised 
prior to the process of liquidation and the workman has 
been dismissed illegally prior to the start of the process of 
liquidation. So the workman is entitled for reinstatement. 

The case of the management is that Shri Prem Singh, 
Jr. Sales Agent and Shri Pat Ram, Helper worked at PNB 
RDC Special Mobile No. 8150 during the period from 
26-06-1993 to 27-02-1994. A raid was conducted on 
17-02-1994 and shortage of the articles amounting to 
Rs. 45652.75 were found. Heavy loss to the society has 
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been caused by the negligent act of the Helper as well as 
the Junior Sales Agent, Shri Prem Singh. 

It further transpires from perusal Of the inquiry that 
sufficient opportunities have been given to the 
chargesheeted employee. He has submitted his defame 
version also. Thus, principles of natural justice have been 
observed in the inquiry proceedings. The witnesses have 
been cross examined by the defence assistant and die CSE, 
Shri Pat Run has submitted his written defence. The 
disciplinary authority has given his findings after 
considering die report of the inquiry officer and (he defence 
version of the claimant Shri Pat Ram. 

t The Inquiry Officer has held that surprise stock 
taking was conducted by the team of officials deputed by 
(he audit department and while stock taking they found 
shortage of Rs.45652.75. The Inquiry Qfficer has further 
held that ahortage has been caused definitely by the 
charged officials of Special Mobile Van due to their 
negligence and not being vigilant. 

It was submitted from the side of the claimant that he 
waS not entrusted of any article, so ho cannot be charged 
for any breach or negligence. Shri Pat Ram was a Helper to 
the Junior Sales Agent It was his duty to receive the articles 
and sell the same in the open market. It cannot be pre sumed 
that the Junior Sales Agent Shri Prem Singh did everything 
himself. In such circumstances there will be no need of any 
Helper. The Helper was duty bound to assist to Junior 
Sales Agent and to report if there was any shortage. 

Shri Prem Singh has sent letter dated 03-09-1993 
alleging negligent act of the Helper, Shri Pat Ram. He has 
sent letter dated 30-09-1993 regarding the same facts. The 
workman has also seat letter dated 21-09-1993,22-12-1993 
and 23-10-1993 alleging misconduct on the part of Shri 
Prem Singh, Junior Sales Agent. There have been 
accusations from both the sides. 

Charges have been framed against both the employees 
and the Inquiry Officer has given his findings that there was 
shortage to the tune of Rs. 45692.75 due to negligent act of 
the Junior Sales Agent and his Helper the present workman 
Shri Pat Ram. No deficiency in the inquiry proceedings have 
been pointed. It was the duty of the Junior Sales Agent to 
receive articles and to sell diem in the open market Shri Pat 
Ram the workman assisted the Junior Sates Agent in his 
duties. It is true that the receipts have been singed by Shri 
Prem Singh alone but in the facts and circumstances of the 
case Shri Pat Ram the Helper was a assistin g hand. He should 
have lent his hands to support to the Junior Sales Agent. 
Shri Prem Singh has sent letters to show that the Helper, Shri 
Pat Ram was negligent. It appears that Shri Pat Ram and the 
Driver of the Mobile Van were in collusion and caused 
disturbance to Shri Prem Singh and the helper Shri Pat Ram 
did not perform any work. It was his duty to assist Had he 
assisted properly there would not have been shortage of the 
articles as alleged and found conrect There is no proof of 
direct involvement of die workman applicant. 


It wm submitted from the Bide of du management 
that several guidelines have been issued that the liability 
of the Helper and Junior Sales Agent will be joint. In the 
facta and circumstances of the case joint liability is 
necessary. Jr. Sales Agent is to be assisted by the Helper. 
So the Helper and the Jr. Sales Agent both are Jointly 
reaponaible for any loss or shortage. 

It was submitted that the workman has agreed to 
deposit 60% of the shortage allegedly caused by joint 
negligence. There is provision for recovery of shortage. 
There is allegation of negligent act only. There is no charge 
of mis-appropriation. Such a severe punishment of 
dismissal should not be awarded for charges of negligent 
act. The order of dismissal M hot proportionate to the 
misconduct of the workman. 

It was submittec^from the side of the workman that 
in case there is provision for recovery of shortage of 
articles, no punishment should be imposed. It is quite 
obvious that there is shortage of stock by the negligent 
act of the workman. He has no prerogative to go on acting 
negligendy. The management is entitled to take action for 
negligent act and to punish die workman. The provision 
for recovery is With a view to making kood the loss caused 
to the management. There is no merit in the argument of 
the workman. The management has every right to punish 
for misconduct. 

It is admitted that the establishment is closed and it 
is under process of liquidation. So there is no question of 
reinstatement There is no post existing in view of the 
closure of the undertaking. In the facts and circumstances 
of the case die workman is entitled to a compensation of 
Rs.1,00,000/- (Rs. One Lakh). 

The action of the .Managing Director, Super Bazar, 
The Cooperative Store Limited Connaught Place, New 
Delhi in dismissing the services of Shri Pat Ram, Helper 
from services w.c.f. 24-03-2001 and also ordering to 
recover an amount of Rs. 22,182.01 front his dues is neither 
legal nor justified. The management is directed to make 
payment of Rs. 1,00,000/- (Rs. One Lakh) as compensation 
to the workman applicant within two months from the date 
of publication of the award. 

The reference stands replied thus. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Date: 20.12.2006. R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

^ ft?#, 27 fWWL 2006 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 190*—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 837/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Sugarcane Breeding Institute, and their 
workman received by the Central Government on 
27-12-2006. 

[No. L-42012/73/2003-IR (CM-D)} 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL, TRIBUN AL- 

CUM-LABOUR COURT M, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

Case No. I. D. No 837/2005. 

Registered on 8-9-2005 
Date of Decision 5-12-2006. 

Moji Ram S/o Shri Atu Ram, Village Dabar ki Kalan, 
PO-Kunj pura, District Kamal, Kamal 

...Petitioner 

Versus 

The Head, Sugarcane Breeding Institute, Regional 
Centre, Agarsain Marg, Kamal 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Mr. Ramesh Kumar AR 

For the Management : Mr. Ainit Sharma & Others AR 

AWARD 

The workman is present. Management appears 
through Counsel. Dr. B.K Sahay Head of the Management 
is also present. 

The workman has stated that since he is working 
with the management, therefore, he does not want to 
prosecute his claim against them. His claim may be treated 
as withdrawn, Statement of the workman has been recorded 
and placed oil record. He has also placed on record his 
application addressed to the Head of the Management. 

Since the w orkman has withdrawn from prosecuting 
his claim there remains no claim of the workman against the 
Management Even otherwise the workman had only made 
the statement and has not produced any other evidence. 

The appropriate govt, vide their order No.L-42012/ 
73/2003-lR(CM-II) dated 4th March, 2004 has desired to 
know whether the action of the Management of Sugarcane 
Breeding Institute in not granting temporary status and 
also non-regularization of services of Shri Moji Ram S/o 
Shri Atu Ram w.e.f. 1997, is legal and justified and if not to 
what relief the workman is entitled to. Since the workman 


has withdrawn from prosecution and has not produced 
evidence to show that the action of the Management was 
wrong and unjustified, it cannot be said that not granting 
the temporary status or regularization of services of the 
workman, was an illegal and unjustified act of the 
management. The workman therefore has failed to show 
that in not granting the relief claimed the Management has 
acted illegally. In view of this the workman is not entitled 
to any relief. The award is passed against him. Let a copy 
of this award be sent to the appropriate government for 
necessary action and the file be consigned to records after 
due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
PRR3R, 2006 

RR.3R. Rw 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 191.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 840/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Sugarcane Breeding Institute and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
27-12-2006. 

| No. L-42012/67/2003-IR (CM-II)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRTOUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-H 
CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 
Case No. I. D, No 840/2005. 

Registered on 8-9-2005 
Date of Decision 5-12-2006. 

Manoj Kumar S/o. Shri Kiran Chauhan, Village Dabar ki 
Kalan, Post Office Kunjpura, District Kamal, Kamal 

.Petitioner 

Versus 

The Head, Sugarcane Breeding Institute, Regional 
Centre, Agarsain Marg, Kamal 

.Respondent 
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APPEARANCE 

FortheWoikman : Mr. Ramesh Kumar, AR 

For the Management : Mr. Ra>Kumar Sharma 
. & Others, AR 
AWARD 

The workman is not present He was not present 
even on the last date. However his co-worker Moji Ram 
has placed on record an application claimed to be made 
by him to the Management and stated that since the 
workman is working for the management, therefore, he is 
not interested to prdsecute his case against the 
management. The perusal of the file shows that the 
workman has not appeared in this Tribunal in person on 
any date. He has also not produced any evidence in support 
of his claim. The affidavit filed by him is not proved in 
accordance with law, therefore, I do not find any evidence 
on record to support the claim of the workman. The filing 
of the application shows that the workman is not interested 
to continue with the prosecution of his case. That is why 
he has chosen not to appear. 

The government of India vide their notification 
No. L-42012/67/2003-IR(CM-ID dated 4th March, 2004 has 
desired to know whether the action of the Management of 
Sugarcane Breeding Institute, in not granting temporary 
status and also non-regularization of services of Shri 
Manoj Kumar S/o Shri Kuan Chauhan w.e.f. 1998, is legal 
and justified, if not, to what relief the workman is entitled. 
Since the workman has not produced any evidence in 
support of his claim, it cannot be said that the Management 
has acted illegally in not granting temporary status and 
regularization in service to the workman w.e.f. 1998. Thus 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. The award is 
passed against him. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate government for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
RctrO, 27 2006 

192.-alkilPw> Pc|*IK 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 192.—In pursuance of Section 17 of die 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 279/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 


cum-Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as 
shown inthe Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the management of Water Regulation Division, BBMB, 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
an 27-12-2006. 

[No. L23012/9/2001-IR (CM-E)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXUHE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COUKT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer:iftrl KnMIp Singh 

Case No. I D. No 279/2005. 

Registered on 19-2-2002 
Date of Decision 7-12-2006. 

The Secretary Legal, Nangal Bhakra Mazdoor Sangh 
(INTXJO House No. 35-G, Nangal Township, Ropar. 

.....Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, Water Regulation, BBMB, Sector-18-B, 
Chandigarh 

.Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

FortheWoikman : Mr.R.K.SinghParmar, AR 
For the Management : Mr.R.C. Attri, AR 

AWARD 

The parties are present, through their representatives. 
The representative of the workman has made a statement 
that for some reasons, he is not interested to prosecute the 
present petition and reserves his right to raise the claim, ’ 
made through the present reference, at a later stage. In 
short, he has withdrawn from the prosecution of this 
reference. 

The Government of India vide their notification 
No. L-23012/9/2001-IR(C-II) dated 7th April, 2004referred die 
following matter for the consideration of this Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the Chairman, BBMB, 
Chandigarh and Director Water Regulation BBMB, 
Sector- 19-B, Madhya Marg, Chandigarh, in denying 
the demand of Nangal Bhakra Mazdoor Sangh 
(INTUC) to give die same benefit of regularization to 
S/Shri Romesh Chand, Chargeman Special, Surinder 
Kumar, Beldar, Gopal Singh, Bddar and Jagdish Singh 
Patyal, Chargemen, GR-II as has already been given 
to Shri Sanjeev Kumar, A/PRO, is legal and justified? 
If not, to what relief the affected workmen are 
entided?” 
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After the reference was received, notices thereof 
were issued to the parties who appeared through their 
representatives. The workmen filed their Claim Petition and 
the Management their reply. The parties also place on record 
photo copies of a number of documents. The management 
filed the affidavit of Shri Gopal Balwani, their witness, 
Whereas the workmen were given a number of opportunities 
to file the affidavit of their witness, but they have not filed 
the same so as to support their statement of claim. By 
making the present statement the workmen through their 
representative have withdrawn their claim against the 
management. Even, otherwise, there is no evidence to prove 
and support their claim that the action of the Chairman, 
BBMB, Chandigarh and DirectorWater Regulation, B3MB, 
Sector- 19-B, Madhya Marg, Chandigarh in denying the 
demand of Nangal Bhakra Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC) to give 
the same benefit of regularization to S/Shri Ramesh Chand, 
Chargcmcn Special, Surindcr Kumar, Beldar, Gopal Singh, 
Bcldar and Jagdish Singh Ratyal, Chargemen, Grade - II as 
has already been given to Shri Sanjeev Kumar, A/PRO, 
was legal and unjustified? Since the workmen have failed 
to substantiate their claim, therefore, they arc not entitled 
to any relief. The reference is answered against them and 
the award is passed. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate government for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 27 2006 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 193, —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 838/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the 

Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Sugarance Breeding Institute, and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 
27-12-2006. 

[No.L-42012/71/2003-IR (CM-D)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXUHE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENTINI1USTRIAL TRIBUN AL- 

CUM-LABOUR COURT-D, CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldlp Singh 

Case No. I. D. No 838/2005. 

Registered on 8-09-2005 
Date of Decision 5-12-2006. 

Sher Singh S/o Shri Nanak Chand, Village Debar Ki 

Kalan, Post Office Kunjpura, District Kamal, Kamal 

...Petitioner 

Versus 

The Head, Sugarcane Breeding Institute, Regional 
Centre, Agarsain Marg, Kamal 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri Ramesh Kumar, AR 

For the Management : Shri Raj Kumar Sharma 
& Others, AR 

AWARD 

The workman is not present. He was not present 
even on the last date. However his co-worker Moji Ram 
has placed on record an application claimed to be made 
by him to the Management and stated that since the 
workman is working for the management, therefore, he is 
not interested to prosecute his case against the 
management. The perusal of the file shows that the 
workman has not appeared in this Tribunal in person on 
any date. He has also not produced any evidence in support 
of his claim. The affidavit filed by him is not proved in 
accordance with law, therefore, I do not find any evidence 
on record to support the claim of the workman. The filing 
of the application shows that the workman is not interested 
to continue with the prosecution of his case. That is why, 
he has chosen not to appear. 

The Government of India vide their notification 
No. L-42012/71/2003-IR(CM-II) dated 4th March, 2004 has 
desired to know whether the action of the Management of 
Sugarcane Breeding Institute, in not granting temporary 
status and also non-regularization of services of Shri Sher 
Singh S/o Shri Nanak Chand w.e.f. 1997, is legal and 
justified, if not, to what relief the workman is entitled. 
Since the workman has not produced any evidence in 
support of his claim, it cannot be said that the Management 
has acted illegally in not granting temporary status and 
regularization in service to the workman w.e.f. 1997. Thus 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. The award is 
passed against him. Let a copy of this award be $gnt to the 
appropriate government for necessary action and the file 
be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 194.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 839/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between die management of 
Sugarcane Breeding Institute,and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-42012/69/2003-IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-HCHANDIGARH 

PRESENT 

ShriKuldlp Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case No. IJ>. No. 839/2k5. 

Registered on 8-09-2005 
Date of Decision 5-12-2006. 

Nar Singh S/o Shri Parvara Singh, Village Dabar Ki Kalan, 
PO. Kunjpura, District Kamal, Kamal 

..Petitioner 

Verruj 

The Head, Sugarcane Breeding Institute, Regional .Centre, 
Agarsain Marg, Kamal 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. Ramesh Kumar, 

AR 

For the Management : Mr. Amit Sharma & Others 

AR 

AWARD 

The workman is present. Management appears 
through Counsel. Dr. B. K Sahay Head of the Manage¬ 
ment is also present. 

The workman has stated that since he is working 
with the management, therefore, he does not want to 


prosecute his claim against them. His claim may be treated 
as withdrawn. Statement of the workman has been recorded 
and placed on record. He has also placed on record his 
application addressed to the Head of the Management. 

Since the workman has withdrawn from prosecut¬ 
ing his claim, there remains no claim of the workman against 
the Management, Even otherwise the workman had only 
made the statement and has not produced any other 
evidence. 

The appropriate govt, vide their order 
No. L-42012/69/2003-IR (CM-II) dated 4th March, 2004 has 
desired to know whether the action of the Management of 
Sugarcane Breeding Institute in not granting temporary 
status and also non-regularization of services of Shri Nar 
Singh S/o Shri Parvara Ram w.c.f. 1997 is legal and justi¬ 
fied and if not to what relief the workman is entitled to. 
Since the workman has withdrawn from prosecution and 
has not produced evidence to show that the action of the 
Management was wrong and unjustified, it cannot be said 
that, not granting the temporary status or regularization 
of services of the workman was an illegal and unjustified 
act of the management The workman, therefore, has failed 
to show that in not granting the relief claimed the Man¬ 
agement has acted'illegally. In view of this the workman is 
not entitled to any relief. The award is passed against him. 
Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate govt, 
for necessary action and the file be consigned to records 
after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
27 2006 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 195.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.-438/ 
2k5) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between the employer in relation 
to the management of FCI and their workman, which was 
received by die Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-42011/26/1980©. 11(B)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-H 
CHANDIGARH 

PRESENT 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presding Officer 

Case No. LD. No* 438/2005. 

Registered on 19-8-2005 
Date of Decision 21-11-2006. 

The General Secretary, FCI Workers’ Union, 58 Diamond 
Harbour Road, Calcutta 

...Petitioner 

Versus 

The Senior Regional Manager, FCI Jammu and Kashmir, 



Jammu 


...Respondent 


APPEARANCE 

For the Workman 

: Mr.B.R.Vohra, 

AR 

For the Management 

: ShriH.P. Verma, 

AR 


AWARD 


The following reference was received by this Tribu¬ 
nal from the Govt, of India vide their order No. L-42011(26)/ 
80-D.II(B)/IR(C-II) dated 21st June, 1989 

“Whether the action of the Management of FCI in 
terminating the services of 350 food handling workers w.e.f. 
10th June, 1978 is justified? If not, to what relief the work¬ 
men concerned are entitled?” 

The notice of the reference was given to the 
parties who appeared through their representative. The 
workmen filed their statement of claim. The management 
filed the written statement.' They also placed on record 
photo copies of number of documents including that of 
agreements. The workmen filed the replication. 
Workmen filed the affidavit of Shri H. P. Singh, their Gen¬ 
eral Secretary dated 18th Nov., 1993 and additional affidavit 
dated 4th Jan., 1996. They also placed on record the list 
showing the name of the labourers attached with different 
Unions. The workmen also placed on record the affidavit of 
Shri H.K Sharma, their General Secretary. Management filed 
the affidavit of Shri. F. A Khan, their Regional Manager and 
that of Rajinder Gupta their Assistant Manager. The work¬ 
men produced Shri H.K Sharma as their witness who was 
cross examined by the management. The management pro¬ 
duced Shri F. A Khan and Shri Rajinder Gupta as witnesses 
in support of their claim. 

Stated in brief the claim of the workmen is that the 
management is a body corporate which had engaged the 


workmen numbering 350 for handling the foodgrains in its 
four depots at Nagrota, Chatha, New Stores and Railway 
siding, in Jammu Region; that the workmen served the 
management from the year 1973 and performed the job of 
loading, unloading and storing the food grains under the 
direct control of the Management and its officers. They 
were getting their wages directly from the corporation and 
thus for all intents and purposes they remained the 
employees of the corporation; that from 30th Nov., 1976 the 
corporation introduced the contractor system in their food 
storage depots, at which time the emergency was 
prevailing in the company. Thus the service conditions of 
the said workmen were changed in violation of provisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act and made them to work 
under the contractors. The workmen opposed the change 
in system seriously. The corporation assured that the 
contactor system was only for a year and they will be 
brought back under the direct control of the Corporation. 
Otherwise also the contractor system was just a 
camouflage to deprive the workmen of their legal dues 
besides other benefits. The workmen continued serving 
the Management under the direct control of the 
Management even after the expiry of period of so called 
contractor system. Oil 29th Nov., 1977, the workmen 
reminded the corporation to fulfil their assurance, by 
eliminating the contractor system, but instead of doing that 
the services of the employees were terminated with effect 
from 10th June, 1978 without affording them the 
opportunity of hearing. Thus the act of the Management 
was illegal, unjust and bad in law. The workmen were also 
not paid their dues for the period 30th Nov., 1977 to 9th 
June, 1978. When all efforts of the workmen failed to gel 
justice from the management they raised the dispute against 
the corporation for their reinstatement w.e.f 10th June, 1978 
with full back wages and continuity in service since the 
year 1973. The workers also filed a civil writ petition in the 
High Court of Delhi which was accepted and the order of. 
the Central Govt, declining the referring of the dispute for 
adjudication was set aside. Thereupon the Central Govt, 
reconsidered the matter and referred the same for 
adjudication of this Tribunal; that in terms of Section 9 of 
the Industrial Dispute Act, the .service conditions of the 
workmen could not be changed; that the order of the 
termination of the workmen is bad in law and not binding on 
them. Therefore, they arc entitled to reinstatement in 
service with full back wages, continuity in service. The 
workmen have attached the list of the workmen along with 
their claim petition. 

The Management tiled the Written Statement and 
raised a number of preliminary objections to the maintain¬ 
ability of the claim petition. It is stated by them that the 
work of the Management was seasonal and not regular, 
therefore, all the workmen could not be engaged continu¬ 
ously during whole of the year. The workmen have been 
failed to specify the days on which all or any of them was 
engaged by the Management. That having not been done 
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the reference is bad; that the workmen have not given their 
latest addresses nor shown whether they ate alive or not. 
Moreover they have raised the dispute after a period of 18 
years that too filing the writ petition, therefore, the refer¬ 
ence is bad for laches. It is also their case that as per the 
record of the payments, made to die contractors, it shows 
that the work executed by the Contractors was not of that 
amount as to be done by 350 workmen. For that reason also 
the reference is bad. Lastly they have claimed that the Man¬ 
agement is a corporation highly subsidized by the Central 
Govt, and if the claim of the workmen is accepted it will 
increase the burden Govt on the State and for that reason 
also the reference should not be accepted. 


On merit it is their submission that the woik of stor¬ 
age, transportation and protection of food grains in the 
stores of Management at Nagrota, Chatha, New Stores and 
railway siding in Jammu Region was being done by 
Contract Labour system and the workmen were never 
engaged by the Management; that the workmen might have 
been engaged by the Contractors. They have, however 
not produced any proof to show, that they were ever en¬ 
gaged by the Management They were not paid any wages 
by the Management which fact gets certified from the state¬ 
ment of accounts dated 8th Dec., 1976, placed on record. 
These statements show the payments having been made to 
Prabu Dayal, Baidev Raj and Fateh Din Contractors. Ac¬ 
cording to them toe Management is engaged in the distri¬ 
bution of foodgrains. They procure the food grains from 
surplus States and supply to the deficient states under the 
directionsof Govt. of India. Since (he Foodgrains weregen- 
erally received and dispatched through Railways, 
therefore, for handling the foodgrains, the labour was re¬ 
quired. However, the work was of seasonal and intermittent 
nature. For that, different amount of labour was engaged 
from time to time through the contractors. Generally one 
contractor used to be engaged at one store after inviting 
the tenders. The payment of charges to the contractors 
were made on the basis of the work done, on the rates 
settled with him. The Management therefore, had nothin g 
to do with the labourer engaged in the work and it was the 
contractors, to whom the Management paid the charges. 
Denying that the contract system was introduced on 30th 
ov M 1976, it is stated by them that right from the day of 
establishment of the four stores, mentioned above in March, 
1973 and the work of loading and unloading was got done 
through contractors from March, 1973 and that was die 
practice prevalent when the Management took over the 
operation of food grains from the Food and Gvilsupplies 
of Jammu and Kashmir Govt. 


It is further the claim of the Management that on 24th 
Sep., 1976 fresh leaders were called in which the lowest was 
that of one Mohd. Sultan, who was awarded the contract. 
No doubt the contractors changed, but the 
process remained the same. There was no occasion for the 
Management to change the service conditions of the 
workmen or they were given any assurance for the 


abolishing die contractor system. The Labour engaged by 
the contractor never worked under the supervision, 
direction or control of die Management and die workmen 
have admitted that they were the employees of the 
contractor and were working under his supervision and 
control. Denying that the contractor system has ended on 
29di Nov., 1977 it is stated by the Management that Mohd. 
Sultan continued working as a Contractor for the 
Management till 30thMay, 1978 but his work was not found 
satisfactory, therefore, ad hoc contractor Rach Paul Sing h 
and Ajaib Singh worked. Thereafter the work was given to 
cooperative society which acted as contractors. All 
payments for the period 30th Nov, 1977 to 9th June, 1978 
were made to Mohd. Sultan. The said contractor abandoned 
his assignment whereupon the workmen were approached 
the Labour Commissioner, J&K Govt, with a complaint. 
Thereupon the Labour Commissioner directed the 
payment of wages to die workers by the Management vide 
his letter no. 671-75 dated 21 st March, 1978. It was in that 
situation that the Management paid wages to the woriemen 
fortheperiod 1st Dec., 1977 to 13thMay, 1978 inpresence 
of the Labour Officer and the amount so paid was deducted 
from the bills of Mohd. Sultan. The payments for the period 
from May 14 to June 9,1978 were made to Rach Paul Singh 
and Ajaib Singh. • “ 

Denying the contents of para 8,11,12 it is stated by 
the management that the workmen were never the employ¬ 
ees of the Management, therefore, the question of their 
termination by the management did not arise. There was 
also no dispute between the Management and the workers 
and the reference is without any justification. There was 
also no question of changing their service conditions of 
the workmen by the Management. The reference made, 
therefore is without jurisdiction and the same may be re¬ 
jected. 1 

The woriemen produced Shri Hari Kant Sharma as their 

witness, who pro.ved his affidavit W1 and 
agreement exhibit W2. In cross examination he admitted 
that the workmen had worked till 1973 under a contract 
system, by which the tenders were called and the con¬ 
tract was allotted to the lowest bidder. The contractor 
used to make payment to the workmen. He, however 
claimed that after, 1973 the workmen became the 
employees of the FCI. He denied that the contract was 
allotted to one Mohd. Sultan or to Rach Paul Singh, when 
Mohd. Sultan abandoned the contract or that the 
contract was allotted to corporative societies. He claimed 
that the Management had made the payment to the 
workmen from 29th Nov., 1976 to October, 1977 and that 
the payment fear the period from Nov., 1977 to June, 1978 
IS yet to be made. He admitted that he has not produced 
any document to show that the payment of wages was 
made to the workmen through FCI. 

The management produced F. A Khan, Regional 
Manager as their witness, who proved his affidavit Exhibit 
M-l as correct. He also proved the documents Exhibits M-2 
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lo M-13 and stated that he cannot state whether the Man¬ 
agement had obtained license under Section 12 of the Con¬ 
tract Labour Act nor he could say whether the 
contractor had obtained the licence under the said Act He 
also could not say whether the contractors had submitted 
the list of labourers engaged and the rates mentioned in 
Exhibit M-3. According to him the Co-operative Society 
had started working from Dec., 1978. He denied that the 
workmen were the employees of the Management. 
Another witness of the Management Rajinder Gupta by his 
statement proved his affidavit MW-2 and stated that he 
has brought the originals of the documents placed on record 
and the copies placed on record were correct as per origi¬ 
nal. The documents are marieed as MW-2/1 to MW-2/15. He 
could not, however, produced the record to show that the 
Management had obtained registration 
certificate under Contract Labour Act nor could say whether 
Fatehdin and other contractors have obtained the licence 
under the said Act. He said that the rates of the labourers 
were fixed by the Management as shown in MW 2/14. He 
further stated that the Management has not dismissed any 
of the workmen nor they had sought the dismissal of any of 
the workmen. He also denied that the Management was in 
actual control of the workmen and the contractors were 
only smoke screen. 

1 have gone through the file carefully and have also 
considered the written arguments submitted by the parties. 

On record I do not find any evidence to show that the 
workmen were engaged by the FCI directly and on such 
tenns and conditions. The workmen admitted through their 
witness, H. K. Sharma, that till 1973 they had worked un¬ 
der contract system which was introduced, by inviting 
bidder and the contract used to be allotted to the lowest 
tenderer whereas the contractor used to make the pay¬ 
ments to the workmen. He, however, denied that the con¬ 
tract was allotted to one Mohd. Sultan on 24th Sep., 1976 
or it, was allotted to one Rach Paul Singh after Mohd. 
Sultan had left the assignment in the way. But in their 
Statement of Claim they admitted that taking the advan¬ 
tage of emergency imposed in the country the Manage¬ 
ment had introduced so called contractor system in their 
four storage. Depots and thereby they changed the ser¬ 
vice condition of the workmen in violation of the provi¬ 
sions of the Industrial Dispute Act. The workers made 
contradictory claim in para 6 and 7 of their Claim State¬ 
ment. On the one hand they admitted that the under the 
shadow of emergency imposed the Management had 
shifted to contract systems under which they worked. On 
the other hand they claimed that when the workmen raised 
the banner against the Management and claimed to fulfill 
their assurance of taking back the workmen in their em¬ 
ployment, the Management terminated their services. How 
that could be possible? By their own admission the work¬ 
men stated that they were made to work under a contractor 
alter the introduction of contractor system during the emer¬ 
gency and if that was so then they were no more working 


under the management during 1976 and 1977 and if it was 
so, then where was the occasion for the Management to 
laminate their services. It seems that the workmen served 
under the contractor during 1976-77 and there claim is that 
the Management had terminated there services when they 
raised the claim of taking them back in the services of the 
Management. This plea of the workmen cannot be accepted 
for the reasons that the workmen were not working directly 
under the Management on lOthJune, 1978, when there ser¬ 
vices are claimed to be terminated by them. From the plead¬ 
ings and statements of witnesses of the workmen it is clear 
that the workmen had worked for the management through 
contractor till 1973 and from 1976 onward. There is nothing 
on record to show that in between this period the workmen 
had worked for the Management directly, under there su¬ 
pervision and control. There is absolutely no evidence to 
show that they were in the employment of the Management 
on 10th June, 1978, the day the workmen alleged that the 
Management had terminated their services. 

On record I find Exhibit W-2 proved by 
H. K. Sharma, the witness of the workmen. According to 
this document, the contract for supply of labour to the 
Management was allotted to one Fatehdin and the said 
contract remained in force from 24th March, 1973 for one 
year. There are also on record photocopies of agreements 
Exhibit M-2 to M-13. According to M-13 the Management 
had paid wages to the workmen on the directions ot Labour 
Commissioner, Jammu. As per the rates admissible to the 
contractor. This belies the claim of the workmen that the 
Management had made the payment of wages to them as 
their employees. How the workmen can overcome the offi¬ 
cial proceedings undergone by the Labour Commissioner 
and the directions issued by him to the Management lo 
make the payment. There is, therefore, no truth in the claim 
of the Management that the Management had paid the wages 
to them as since they had directly worked under them rather 
the fact is the Management has made the payment since the 
employer of the workmen who was a contractor for the 
Management had not made the payment and therefore, the 
Management, as a principle employer was made to make the 
payment to the workmen with a conditions that the same 
shall be deducted from the bill of the contractor, Mohd. 
Sultan. Exhibit M-12 gives the details of payments made by 
the Management to the contractors Fatehdin, Dev Raj, 
Prabhu Dayal and Jagir Singh, during the years 1972-73 to 
1976 to 1977 upto the end of November, 1976. M-4 to M-10 
are the orders passed by the Regional Manager, from time 
to time, by which the contract handling the foodgrains was 
allotted to Mohd. Sultan and was extended from time to 
time in his favour. M 2 to M-4 are the agreements by which 
the contract of handling the foodgrains was allotted to Dev 
Raj, Fatehdin and Jagir Singh. All these documents read 
together go to show that right from 1973 till 1978 the 
Management had engaged the contractors for handling the 
foodgrains in their depots at Jammu. 
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The workmen have claimed that it was the 
management which had directly handled the loading, 
unloading, transportation and storage of foodgrains in 
their four stores at Jammu and the engagement of the 
contractor is a smoke screen created by them. However, 
they have failed to produce any evidence to support this 
claim, what to talk of proving the same. I do not agree 
with the workmen that the agreements would show that 
the .control of the workmen was with the Manag e m ent. 
The terms included in the agreements found the contrac¬ 
tor to do oar not to do what. It was a pre-rogative of the 
Management since it was they who had to see the proper 
handling of the food grains and its protection. The con¬ 
ditions imposed do not suggest that it was the Manage¬ 
ment which was kept in control and supervision of the 
workers of the contractor, rather these show that the 
Management wanted their food stuffs properly handled 
without compromising on any. account. 

The workmen have tried to make capital out of their 
claim that since neither the Management nor the so called 
contractor claimed to be engaged by the Management had 
obtained licence under Contract Labour Act, 
therefore, the workmen who if found to be the employees of 
the contractor became the employees of the Management 
automatically being the Principal Employer. There is no 
weight in this claim of the workmen. It has been held by the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Dinanath and others 
V/s. National Fertilizer Ltd. and others reported as AIR 1992 
SC 457(1) that if the principal employer of the contractor 
did not comply with the provisions of the said Act, the only 
consequences is their exposure to prosecution. By their 
lapse in not having the licence will not give the employees 
the right to become the direct employees of the principle 
employer. For this reason I do not find any weight in the 
submission of the workmen and it is rejected. 

After going through all the evidence available on 
record and the discussion made above I am of the opinion 
that the workmen have failed to show that they were the 
employees of the Management on 10th June, 1978 and the 
management violated the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act by disengaging them without following the 
provisions of the said Act or by changing their service 
conditions. Since the workmen have failed to show that 
they were the employees of the Management; and that 
their services were terminated by the Management, 
therefore, they are not entitled to any relief. The reference is 
answered against them. Let a copy of this award be sent to 
the appropriate Govt, for necessary action and the file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
, M 27 2006 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 196/—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 62/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the management of CPWD and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on27-12-2006. 

[No. L-42012/133/2005-IR (CM-H)) 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TR1BUNAL4TJM- 
LABOUR COURT-ILNEW DELHI 

Presiding officer: RJN. RAI IT). No.62/2006 

In the Matter of: 

Sbri Ghanshyam Singh, Beldar and 11 Ors., 

C/o. All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan 
(Regd.), 4823, Balbir Nagar Extension, 

Gali No. 13, Shahdra, Delhi. 

* 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer, K. Mandat, 

CPWD, IP. Bhawan, New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/133/ 
2005-IR (CM-1I) Central Government dt. 25-07-2006 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder :— 

“ Whether the demand of All India CPWD (MRM) 
Karamchari Sangathan in respect of Shri 
Ghanshyam Singh and 11 ors. (as per annexure) 
for regularization in the pay scale of Lab Assistant 
with effect from the date of employment and 
payment of difference of arrears is legal and 
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justified? If yes, to what relief the workmen are 
entitled to and from which date.” 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that 
notice was sent on 21.08.2006 by registered post but the 
workmen did not turn up on the fixed date 11-10-2006. The 
management was present on 11-10-2006. On 

11- 10-2006 last opportunity for filing claim was given and 
the case was fixed for hearing on 07-12-2006. The manage¬ 
ment was present. The workmen did not turn up. The case 
was reserved for award. 

Registered notice has been sent even by the Desk 
Officer for filing claim within 15 days. Claim statement has 
not been filed till today. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date: 19-12-2006. R.N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

^ 27 f^R, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 197.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 29/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the management of CPWDand 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 27- 

12- 2006. 

[No. L-42012/99/2005-IR (CM-II)j 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE; PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-n, NEWDEXHI 

Presiding officer: R.N. RAI I.D. No. 29/2006 

In the Matter of: 

Shri Shambhu Kumar, Khalasi, 

C/o. All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan 
(Regd.), 4823, BalbirNagar Extension, 


Gali No. 13, Shahdara, 

Delhi-770032. 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer, Electric 
Division- II, 

CPWD, IARlPusa, 

New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/99/ 
2005IR (CM-II) Central Government dt, 12.6.2006 has re¬ 
ferred the following point for adjudication: 

The point runs as hereunder: 

‘Whether the action of the management of CPWD 
in not regularizing the workman Shri Shambhu 
Kumar is legal and justified? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled to and from which date/' 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that no¬ 
tice was sent through registered post to both the parties on 
21-06-2006 fixing 22-08-2006. None appeared on 22.08.2006. 
Notice was sent by registered post. It has not been re¬ 
ceived back. Ministry has also sent notice to the workman 
by registered post. The workman did not turn up despite 
service of notice. He has not filed claim statement. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date: 18.12.2006. R.N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

^i 27 iw^R, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 198.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 941/ 
2K5) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between the management of FCI 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/320/1998-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBU- 
NAL-CUMHLABOUR COURT-II CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kukiip Singh 

Case no* 1. D, No 941/2K5. 

Registered on 14-09-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2006. 

Badan Singh S/o Shri Jagdish Singh, 

Village Damada, P/O Kalram, 

District Kaithal 

Petitioner 

Versus 

District Manager, FCI, 

Sandeep Chadha Complex Pipli Road, 

Kurukshetra 

Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman Mr. Sudarshan Goel & Others 

Advocate 

For the Management : Sandeep Singh 

AWARD 

The workman is not present As per record he was 
appearing through Counsel but on the last date Shri A.K 
Batra, Advocate who was appearing as counsel for the work¬ 
man stated that he has no instructions to appear in this 
case. It was then directed that anotice shall go to the work¬ 
man under R/C. The notice to the workman was issued un¬ 
der R/C, Postal Receipt No.3396 dated 20th October, 
2006. More than a month has passed but neither the work¬ 
man is present today nor the; R/C carrying the notice has 
been received back unserved. This shows that the work¬ 
man has received the notice of the Tribunal, but he is not 
present, therefore, the case is being decided in his pres¬ 
ence. 

The Government of India vide their order 
No. L-22012/32Q/98-IR(C-II) dated 4th June, 2003 desired to 
know whether the action of the Management of FCI. 
Kurukshetra in teminating the services of Shri Krishan 
Chand, Badan Singh and others was legal and justified and 
if not, to what relief the workmen are entitled to. The work¬ 
man filed his claim petition, to which the Management filed 
the reply duly supported by documents. The workman filed 
the rejoinder and an application for a direction to the Man¬ 
agement to produce the record of the Management. He filed 
his affidavit and the Management filed the affidavit of Shri 


C.P. Sharan as their witness. The workman filed an applica¬ 
tion for placing on record the copy of the Log Book to 
which the Management filed the reply. The case was to 
come up for the evidence of the workman but he has stopped 
appearing in the case. On record I do not find any evidence 
to show that the workman was engaged by the Manage¬ 
ment alongwith other workers and it was the Management 
which terminated his services illegally. Thus there is no 
evidence to support the claim of the workman. Therefore, 
the award is passed against him holding that he is not en¬ 
titled to any relief. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate Govt, for necessary action and the file be con¬ 
signed to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M 27 2006 
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New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O* 199 .—?In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 946/ 
2K5) of the Central Government Indus trialTribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of FCI and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-22012/320/1998-IR (C-H)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT -II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kukiip Singh 

CaseNo.I.D.No946/2K5. ‘ 

Registeredon 14-09-2005 
Date of Decision 8-12-2006. 
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Raj Kumar S/o Shri Deva Ram, 

Vallage Patti Afgan, 

Gali No. 3. Aijun Nagar, 

District Kaithal ...Petitioner 

Versus 

District Manager. FCI, 

Sandccp Chaclha 
Complex Pipli Road, 

Kurukshetra ...Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. Sudarshan Gocl & Others 
Advocate 

For the Management : Sandeep Singh 

AWARD 

The workman is not present. As per record he was 
appearing through Counsel but on the last date Shri A.k. 
Batra, Advocate who was appearing as counsel for the 
workman stated that he has no instruction to appear in this 
case. It was then directed that a notice shall go to the work¬ 
man under R/C. The notice to the workman was issued un¬ 
der R/C Postal Receipt No.3398 dated 20th October, 2006. 
More than a month has passed, but neither the workman is 
present today nor the R/C carrying the notice has been 
received back unserved. This shows that the workman has 
received the notice ol the Tribunal, but is not present, there - 
lorc, the case is being decided in his presence. 

The Govt, of India vide their order No.L-220I2/ 
o20/98-IR(C-II) dated 4th June 2003 desired to know whether 
the action of the Management of FCI, Kurukshetra, in 12 
terminating the services of Shri Krishan Chand, Raj Kumar 
and others was legal and justified and if not. to what 
relief the workmen are entitled to. The workman filed his 
claim petition, to which the Management filed the reply 
duly supported by documents. The workman filed the 
rejoinder and an application for a direction to the Man¬ 
agement to produce the record of the Management. He 
filed his affidavit and the Management filed the affida¬ 
vit of Shri C.P. Sharan as their witness. The workman 
lilcd an application for placing on record the copy of the 
Log Book to which the Management filed the reply. The 
case was to come up for the evidence of the workman but 
he has stopped appearing in the case. On record I do not 
1 inti any evidence to show that the workman was en¬ 
gaged by the Management alongwith other workers and 
it was the Management which terminated his services 
illegally. Thus there is no evidence to support the claim 
ot the workman. Therefore, the award is passed against 


him holding that he is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy 
of this award be sent to the appropriate Government for 
necessary action and the file be consigned to records after 
due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ fwt, 27 2006 

W.33T. 200.—1947 ( 1947 

■4ii 14) yni 17 ^ srjtrcuT 4', 

■St. ^ WJcfa T, 7T5F5 faWUcf,)' afo ^ 

% W* 3iWir'l=K TK<*>K aDei)ft|4> 

arftJqFRUTAt. 2, ^ W2 (TPUf Trisdl 1273/2k6) ^ 

TFFlftlcf W) t, ^ Tfcfa TtWR cFt 27-12-2006 ^Fl 3tP<T 
IW «ITI 

[77. -Q<71- 42012/131/2005-3TTf 3tR ( #1^-11)] 
3F5PI 

New Delhi, the 27(h December, 2006 

S.O. 200.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1273/ 
2K6)ol the Centra] Government Industrial Tribunal-cuni- 
Labour Court, No. 2. Chandigarh as shown in the Anncxurc 
in the industrial dispute between the management of 
C.P.W.D. and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 

| No. L-42012/131/2005-IR (CM-II)j 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR. Desk Officer 

ANNKXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAI^CUM-1. ABOUU COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: SHRI KULDIP SINGH 

Case No. 1.1). No 1273/2K6. 

Registered on 9-08-2006 
Dale of Decision 8-12-2006. 

The Zonal President All India CPWD (MRM) 

Karamchari Sangathan. Scctor-7-B. 

Chandigarh. Petitioner 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer, Chandigarh 
Central Elect. Divn. Kcndriya, Sad an 
Sec tor-9-A, Chandigarh 


Respondent 



[qpT II—tSTO 3(ii)] 


W *>T wra : 20, 2007/^N 30, 1928 


355 


APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Mr. Raj Kumar 
Zoanl President 

For the Management : NEMO 
AWARD 

The parties are not present. In response to the notice 
issued to the Zonal President. All India CPWD(MRM) 
Karamchari Sangthan, Sector 17-B. CPWD Stores Building 
Chandigarh, Shri Raj Kumar, who claimed himself to be Zonal 
President, appeared and stated on oath that the workman is 
not interested to prosecute his case. He 
provided the address of the workman on which the notice 
under R/C was issued. The R/C carrying the notice has 
been received back with the report “Unclaimed”. From this 
the court is satisfied that the statement made by Shri Raj 
Kumar, the Jonal President is correct the court is further 
satisfied that the workman is not interested to prosecute 
his case. There is neither statement of claim nor any docu¬ 
ment or evidence produced to show that the Management 
had engaged Shri Anil Kumar Khalasi w.e.f. 31st August, 
2004 and that their action in teminating the services of said 
workman was illegal and unjustified. For want of evidence 
the reference made by the Govt, of India vide their order 
No. L42012/131/2005IRCCM-II) dated 31st July, 2006, is 
answered against the workman and the award is passed. 
Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate Govt, for 
necessary action and the file be consigned to records after 
due completion. . 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 

^f^rft,27f^n,2006 

W. 3 TT. 201.—dflsiini*, ffcret^ atftiPm, 1947 (1947 

14) tiro 17 ^ 3ip<u| TREK TfWt. 

ift. ^ UTOR TT3TS Pwk+T ^ 

3tftrsFT0j *£ 2, ^ ft?# ^ (^*f #5UI 60/2k6) 

vior>iRfia ^ 27-12-2006 ^ TJIRT 

fan «ni 

[T?. RPT-42012/132/2005-3^ 3?R (Tfh^-II)] 
3T3FI 7 fte, 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 201.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 60/ 
2006 of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between the management of 


CPWD and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-42012/132/2005-IR (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRES1DINGOFFICER j CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-njVEWDELHI 

Presiding officer: RJL RAI IJ>. No. 60/2006 

In the Matter of: 

Shri Dharambir Singh & 7 Ors., 

C/o. All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan 
(Regd.), 4823, Balbir Nagar Extension, 

Gali No. 13, Shahdra, 

Delhi. 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer, R - Division, 

CPWD, 

Curzon Road Barracks, 

New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/132/ 
2005-IR (CM-II) Central Government dt. 27-07-2006 has re¬ 
ferred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder: 

“Whether the demand of the All India CPWD 
(MRM) Karamchari Sangathan in respect of 
Shri Dharambir Singh and 7 others (as per list 
enclosed) for regularization in CPWD after 
completion of their respective 240 days of 
continuou service is legal an justified? If yes, to 
what relief these workmen are entitled to and from 
which date.” 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that the 
workmen were present on 11-10-2006. They, sought 
adjournment. 20-11-2006 was given for filing claim 
statement. Claim was not filed. Again 07-12-2006 was given 
for filing claim statement but the claim was not filed even on 
07-12-2006. The case was reserved for award. Claim has not 
been filed till date. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date: 19-12-2006 

R.N. RAI, Presiding Officer 
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^fe#,27fW3R,2006 

W.33T. 202.—a^WlPich faerie 1947 (1947 

14) 17 ^ 3rgww 3, <£ 

Wi ■‘-t'q.s PihI'ji^T afk '+.Rf ^ 

R flRV ^ «h*sO«| *K<*>K 3^y)0|cb 

3TfsraRTiT i. 2, f^rft ^ W WIT 82/2003 ) 

«h<cil f, # <*•*)<( ^ 27-12-2006 «F[ W<1 

gsn «ni 

[Tt TyT-42012/268/2002-3TTf 3TH(Tfarq-II)] 
3F5FT srfSJcRRt 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 202— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 82/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Trihunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Delhi Development authority, and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L42012/268/2002-IR(CM-n)] 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Otncer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
C UM-LABOUR COURT- H, 

NEW DELHI 

lYesiding Officer: R N. RAL 

L1). No. 82/2003 

In the Matter of: 

Shri Shiv Raj‘Singh, 

S/o. Shri Kali Ram, 

Khalasi at Eastern Division -II, 

Sub-Division -III, Dilshad Garden, 

Delhi-110095. 

Versus 

The Secretary, 

Delhi Development Authority, 

Vikas Sadan, I.N.A. Market, 

New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/268/2002- 
IR(CM-II) Central Government dt. 12-5-2003 has referred 
the following point for adjudication. 


The point runs as hereunder :— 

4 ‘Whether the demand of the union that the workman 
Shri Shiv Raj Singh is entitled to equal pay for equal 
work for period from 15-1-1983 to 31-8-1989 is 
justified? If yes, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

The workman applicant has filed Statement of Claim. 
In the Statement of Claim it has been stated that the 
workman Shri Shiv Raj Singh joined into the employment 
of the Delhi Development Authority w.e.f. 15-1-1983 as a 
Khalasi. Initially he was posted in Development Division 
No.VIII, Sub-division No. Ill, Mandawali site, Fazalpur, 
Delhi where he worked upto 15-5-1984. From 16-5-1984 to 
31-8-1989 he worked in the Eastern Division No.VIII of 
Sub-division V. On 1-9-1989 he was made Work Charge 
Khalasi in the regular pay scale and was subsequently 
posted in Eastern division No. II, Sub-division No. II, 
Dilshad Garden, Delhi where he is continuously working. 

That the workman aforesaid was kept on muster roll 
during the period from 15-1-1983 to 31 -8-1989 and he was 
paid wages as fixed and revised from time to time under the 
Minimum Wages Act while his counterparts doing the 
identical work and the work of the same value but being 
treated as regular employees, were being paid their salaries 
in proper pay scale and allowances. The said regular 
employees were also enjoying other benefits like uniforms, 
washing allowance, E.L., C.L., Gazetted, Festival and 
Restricted Holidays, L.T.C. and Medical Leave etc. which 
were completely denied to the workman aforesaid during 
the muster roll employment from 15-1-1983 to 31 -8-1989. 

That the action of the management in denying the 
workman wagcs/salary during the muster roll period from 
15-1-1983 to 31-8-1989 at par with his regular counterparts 
on the principles of ‘ ‘Equal Pay for Equal Work” is wholly 
illegal, bad, unjust and malafide for the following amongst 
other reasons: — 

(i) That the job gainst which the workman aforesaid is 
working from the initial date of his joining into the 
employment is of regular and permanent nature of 
job. 

(ii) That the management of the Delhi Development 
Authority is guilty of unfair labour practice as 
provided in Section 2 (ra) read with Item No. 10 of 
the Vth Schedule of the 10 Act, 1947 as they kept 
the workman aforesaid as muster roll employee for 
years on end, depriving him of salary, privileges 
and status of regular employees during the said 
period. 

(iii) That it is violative of Article 14,16,21 and 39 (d) of 
the Constitution of India. The w orkman aforesaid 
was throughout denied salary at par with his regular 
counterparts despite performing same and similar 
nature of duties. 
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(iv) That the action of the management in denying 
salary/wages to the workman aforesaid at par with 
their regular counterparts is contrary to the 
judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in various 
cases. 

(v) That the action of the management in employing 
the aforesaid workman as casual or temporary and 
to continue him as such for years with the object of 
depriving him of the status and privileges of 
permanent workman amount to unfair labour 
practice as provided in Section 2 (ra) read with Item 
No.lOof the Vth Schedule of the ID Act, 1947. 

(vi) That it is against the intention of the legislation as 
contained in Section 4 of the Equal Remuneration 
Act, 1976. 

(vii) That it is also against the spirit and intention of 
legislation as containd in Contract Labour 
(Regulation & Abolition) (Central) Rules, 1971. 

(viii) That as provided in Article 39(d) read with Article 
14 of the Constitution of India, the principle of equal 
pay for equal work applies to men and women and 
is concerned with pay, benefits and holidays etc. 
If, for example, a workman is employed at an 
establishment in the U.K., the team of her contract 
of employment will be deemed to include and 
“Equality Clause” if not already included. This will 
apply where the workman is engaged on like work 
with man or on woik rated as equivalent to that of a 
man in the same employment. 

The management has filed Written Statement. In the 
Written Statement it has been stated that there is no 
industrial dispute between the parties which can be 
adjudicated upon by the Hon’ble Trib unal 

That the Statement of Claim is vague, frivolous and 
malafide and there is no material on the basis of which the 
matter can be adjudicated upon. 

That the Statement of Claim is bad in law and the 
Statement of Claim is not maintainab le the claim is 
without any cause of action and is liable to be dismissed 
on this ground only. 

That the Statement of Claim has not been signed by 
the workman himself. That there is no espousal of the 
workman. 

That the services of the workman has not been 
regularized and there is no question of regularization of the 
services of the workman from the initial date of employment 
of the workman with the management. There is no question 
ot equal pay for equal woik. The workman is not entitled to 
any relief and the reference is bad in law and hence not 
maintainable. 

That the workm^n hps already been paid the wages 
for the period op ntiistcr roll as per the minimum wages 


fixed by the Delhi Administration from time to time for the 
daily wag-ers on muster roll as sub-station attendant which 
is purely a temporary post. The workman has already been 
paid wages for the period w.e.f. 16-5-1984 to 18-9-1989. 

That the claim of the workman is highly belated and 
is nothing but an abuse of process of law and is not 
maintainable and is liable to outright rejection. 

That the Statemcnt of Claim filed by the workman is 
devoid of cause of action and is beyond the period of 
limitation. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his Claim 
Statemen t and has denied most of the paras of the Written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the Claim Statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman 
applicant that he joined into the employment of DDA 
w.e.f. 15-1-1983 as Khalasj and initially he was posted in 
development division No.-VIII, sub-division No.-III, 
Mandawali Site, Fazalpur, Delhi. He worked here 
till 15-5-1984. From 16-5 -1984 to 31-8-1989 he worked 
in Eastern Division No.-VIII of sub-division No.V. On 
01-9-1989 he was made Work Charge Khalasi in the 
regular pay scale and was subsequently posted in Eastern 
Division No. -II, Sub-division No.- ID, Dilshad Garden, Delhi 
where he is working at present. 

He was kept on muster roll from 15-1-1983 to 
31-8-1989 and he was paid wages as fixed and revised 
from time to time under the Minimum Wages Act) The 
management should have treated him equally at par with 
. his regular counterparts on the principle of equal pay for 
equal work. He has not been paid salary equal to his regular 
counterparts during his muster roll period. From 
15-1-1983 to 31-8-1989 he was working against regular and* 
permanent post. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that the workman Shri Shiv Raj Singh joined the 
employment of DDA w.e.f, 15-1-1983. It is an admitted 
fact that the workman was on muster roll of the 
management with effect from 16-54984 to 18-9-1989 and 
the workman had worked with DDIX/ED-8 asper the period 
of the management. It is also an admitted fact that the 
workman was employed as casual labour and he was paid 
wages as fixed by Delhi Administration from time to time 
and no wages of the workman were retained by-the 
management. * » 

It is further submitted from the side of the 
management that the principles of equal pay for equal woik 
is not applicable to the workman as the daily wagers cannot 
be equated with the regular employees in the context that 
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Ihe Hon’ble Supreme Court has held in the matter of 
Ghaziabad Development Authority and Others Vs. Shri 
Vikram Choudhary and Ors, JT 1995 (5) SC 636 and is 
reproduced as it is: 

‘ "Since they (respondents) are temporary daily wages 
employee so long as there is no regular post available for 
appointment, the question of making pay on par with the 
regular employee does not arise but the appellant should 
necessarily and by implication pay the minimum wages 
prescribed under the statute if any or the prevailing wages 
as available in the locality. Hence no unfair trade practice 
has been followed. The workman was engaged as a daily 
wages temporary Khalasi and was paid wages of daily 
khalasi during that period.” 

It is further submitted from the side of the 
management that the job, the workman was doing was not 
of regular and permanent nature. This fact has been admitted 
by the workman during his cross examination as he was 
kept on shifting the kind of job and working places which 
clearly establishes that the claim of the workman is based 
on the false allegations against the management. The 
requirement of workman was purely casual and temporary 
on the running project/work as per the requirement on daily 
wages basis which clearly established that there is no 
industrial dispute between the parties which can be 
adjudicated upon by this Honble Tribunal. 

That there is no espousal of the workman. The 
services of the workman have not been regularized and 
there is no question of regularization of the services of the 
workman from the initial date of employment of the workman 
with the management. There is no question of equal pay 
for equal work. 

It becomes quite obvious from perusal of Para -1 of 
the claim statement that the workman worked in different 
sub-divisions as muster soil worker from 
15-1-1983 to 31-8-1989. He was engaged as muster roll 
casual labour. Had he been taken against a permanent post 
he would not have been sent to different divisions in the 
exigencies of work. The workman was a muster roll casual 
employee and he was sent to different divisions as per 
availability of the work. It is also quite clear that the post 
was created in 1989 and he was given regular status from 
01-9-1989 onward. 

It was further submitted that the workman has 
admitted in his cross examination that the management 
kept on changing the nature of job like helping to Pump 
Operator, helping hand to Junior Engineer in the work of 
measurement He has further admitted that the nature of 
his job was changed as per the directions of the 
management. He has also admitted that the same salary 
has been paid to other additional Khalasis. The other casual 
Khalasis have not been paid equal to their regular 
counterparts. 


The workman joined as casual labour and he was 
sent from one division to the other on the availability of 
work. No post was created by the management and the 
workman was not engaged against a permanent post. Since 
there was no engagement against a permanent post hence, 
no question of equal pay for equal work arises. 

It has been held in (2003) 6 SCC 123 that all the daily 
wagers are not entitled to 4 'equal pay for equal work”. It is 
not easy to apply this principle invariably in every case. It 
has been held in this case as under: — 

‘The principle of 4 ‘equal pay for equal work” is not 
always easy to apply. There are inherent difficulties in 
comparing and evaluating the work done by different 
persons in different organizations, or even in the same 
organization. It is a concept which requires for its 
applicability complete and wholesale identity between a 
group of employees claiming identical pay scales and the 
other group of employees who have already earned such 
pay scales. The problem about equal pay cannot always be 
translated into a mathematical formula”. 

It has been further held in (2003) 1 SCC 250 that— 

“Equal pay for equal work—Applicability of the 
principle of, held, depends not only on the nature or 
volume of work but also on the qualitative difference in 
reliability and responsibilities as well—Even in case of same 
functions, responsibilities do make a real and substantial 
difference— It is for the claimant of parity to substantiate 
a clear-cut basis of equivalence and a resultant hostile 
discrimination—In absence of requisite substantiating 
material, High Court erred in granting the NMR workers/ 
daily-wagers/casual workers parity in pay with the regularly 
employed staff merely on presumption of equality of the 
nature of work—However, such workers, held, entitled to 
payment of prescribed minimum wages” . 

In view of the laweited above the workman does not 
deserve equal pay of his counterparts during the period 
of his casual employment from 15-1-1983 to 31-8-1989. 

The reference is replied thus: — 

The demand of the union that the workman 
Shri Shiv Raj Singh is entitled to equal pay for equal work 
for period from 15-1-1983 to 31-8-1989 is not justified. 
The workman applicant is not entitled to get any relief as 
prayed for. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Date : 20-12-2006. 

R.N, R AI, Presiding Officer 
^ ft*#, 27 2006 

TRT.3TT, 203.—^eilPl* tffVfWT, 1947 (1947 
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725/2005) Wit, 

27-12-2006 «ITI 

[R T^I-4201 l/46/1987-^l-II(*ft) ] 
3HR 4s, W? srfVW 
New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O, 203.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 725/ 
2005) of the (Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexurc, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employer in relation to the management of FCI and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-12-2006. 

INo.L-420! 1/46/1987-D.II (B)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
. ANNKXURF, 

CENTRAL GOVT. INpUStlRMO. TRIBUN AL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-13 

CHANDIGARH 

Presiding Officer: Shri Kuldip Singh 

Case No. 1.1). No 725/2005. 

Registered on 1-09-2005 
Date of Decision 27-11-2006. 

The General Secretary, All India Drade Union Congress 
(Regd.) Chow Dholewal Ludhiana (Punjab) 

--Pettioner 

Versus 

The District Manager, Food Corporation of India, 
Ludhiana 

-Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the Workman: Shri Sarabjit Khaira 

Advocate. 

For the Management Mr. Ravi Kant Sharma 
Advocate. 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India vide their order No.L-42011/ 
46/87-D.II.B/D. IV. B/IR (C-II) dated 10th may, 1990 
referred the following matter for the consideration of this 
Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the Management of FCI 
represented through the District Manager, FCI of India, 
Ludhiana, Sr. Regional Manager (Pb. Region) FCI. 
Chandigarh and the Manager, FCI Jagraon in terminating 
the services of 51 workmen (List is attached) w.e.f 17th \ 
Sep., 1985 is justified? If not, to what relief the workmen j 
concerned are entitled and from what date?” 


The notice of the reference was given to the parties 
who appeared through their representatives and later on 
through their Counsel. The workmen filed the Claim Petition 
which was later on amended by them. The Management 
filed their Written Statement. The workmen also filed the 
replication and affidavits of some of them, but similar in 
contents except the dates of their engagement by the 
Management. They also placed on record the photo copies 
of documents which were exhibited during the course of 
their statements. The Management filed the affidavit of 
Shri R:K fain, their Branch Manager and also placed on 
record the documents Exhibited as M-2 to M-5. They also 
placed on record the affidavit of their District Manager 
Lakhi Ram. The parties also placed on record the photo 
copy of writ petition No.4695 of 1999, filed before the 
Hon*ble High Court of Punjab and Haryana and the copy 
of judgement of the said Court dated 22nd August! 2002. 
passed in the said writ petition and other documents. 

The claim of the workmen is that (hey were wording 
as Casual watchmen for the watch and ward of property of 
the Management, directly as well as through an agent i.e 
S.D.S private company but their services were terminated 
on 17th Sep., 1985, in violation of provisions of Section 25- 
F, G, H and N of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947, hereinafter 
to be referred as “Act”. The Management retained the 
juniors but terminated the services of the seniors and also 
employed fresh workmen withouf providing opportunity 
to die petitioners; that the workmen were gelling wages on 
the rates fixed by the concerned Deputy Commissioner; 
that the workmen, before their termination, were neither 
charge sheeted nor any notice of termination was served 
upon them. Even no inquiry was held against them. That 
the workmen had been performing satisfactory duty, 
without having any adverse remark; that the engagement 
of the workmen was against regular posts in the grade of 
210-290; that the workmen had performed continuous duty 
for the Management for more than 240 days; that the 
workmen had performed the duties as were performed by 
regular employees of the Management, therefore, the 
workmen were entitled for regular scale of210-290 atangwith 
benefits of Provident Fund, National and gazetted holidays, 
the Management, however, designated them as Casual 
Watchmen and paid the wages as were fixed by the Deputy 
Commissioner, in violation of the law, laid down by the 
Hon ’ble Supreme Court of India in the ease of LLJ/1982( 1) 
344; that since the job of protecting the stores of the 
Management was of regular nature, the Management could 
not post Casual Watchmen on that duty and by not doing 
so, the Management practiced unfair Labour practice: that 
the SDS agency was the agent of the Management and not 
a private company; that the Management was not 
registered under the Contract Labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) Act, 197061117th Sep.. 1985 nor the SDS was so 
registered. Thus the workmen were hired through a 
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contractor having no valid license. They were also paid 
wages through the contractor. That since the workmen 
were engaged through the unlicensed contractor, therefore, 
the workmen became the employees of the Management 
directly, in terms of the judgements of Madras High Court. 
In the end the workmen have prayed for declaring their 
termination by the Management as bad in law in violation 
of provisions of the Act and the same be set aside. The 
workmen be also declared and entitled to the back wages. 

The Management filed the Written Statement, by 
which they claimed that the workmen were never employed 
by the Management nor there was any question to terminate 
I heir services; that the workmen were infact the employees 
of SDS, Jalandhar. According to them the Management 
was engaged in the procurement of food grains storing 
them and then dispatching the same to the deficit state 
under the directions of Govt, of India. In order to save the 
food grains, lying in different depots, the Management 
was engaging Guards to protect the same. The work was 
seasonal and intermittent in nature, therefore, they used to 
gel the work done through the contractors, popularly 
known as Security Contractors. It was the contractor who 
used to engage the Labour for providing security to the 
food grains. The Management would only notify the 
requirement of particular number of Security Guards at a 
particular time which varied from day to day and made the 
payments to the contractors, who on their part paid the 
wages to workers. 

Denying the claim of the workmen that the 
Management had retained juniors but terminated the 
services of the seniors, it is stated by them that since the 
workmen engaged were the employees of the contractor, 
therefore, there was no question of the Management to 
terminate their services. They further denied that the 
Management had ever paid the wages to the workmen. 
According to them since the workmen were the employees 
of the contractor, therefore, neither there w as any occasion 
nor reason for the Management to charge sheet the 
workmen who in fact were the employees of the contractor. 
For that reason also the management was answerable to 
the workmen. 

The Management has denied the contents of all other 
paras of the Claim Petition stating that the workmen had 
not put in 240 days of service for the Management nor 
they were entitled to the grades and other benefits claimed 
to them. The Management was entitled to engage the 
contractors for the watch and ward of the stocks and in 
engaging the contractors, the Management did not practice 
unfair Labour practice nor the SDS, Jalandhar was their 
agent; that the Management had followed the provisions 
of Contract (Regulation and Abolition Act); that since some 
of the workmen were engaged elsewhere, therefore, the 
reference has become bad and should fail on this base. 


The workmen filed the replication and reiterated the 
facts stated in the Claim Petition. They did not state 
anything new. However, they have admitted that some of 
the workmen have been employed somewhere, it is only 
they who have withdrawn their claim. 

It has been noted above that 28 workmen filed the 
affidavit but when it came to making the statements on 
oath only Malkiat Singh, Pritam Singh, Visakha Singh, 
Gurdas Singh came in the witness box. Both the parties, 
by their statements dated 28th Feb., 1996, stated that the 
affidavits of other workmen be accepted as their true 
statements. In a way the management surrendered their 
right to cross-examine the witnesses of the workmen, who 
did not come in the witness box whereas the workmen 
cross examined Shri R.K Jain, the only witness of the 
Management examined. The four workmen, who appeared 
as witnesses proved the affidavits filed by them. They also 
claimed that they had put in 240 days service with the 
Management which was all along continuous. Visakha 
Singh denied that he was engaged through a contractor. 
Gurdas Singh, another workmen admitted that he was not 
given any appointment letter, but he denied that he was 
engaged through SDS. He further claimed that he was 
directly engaged by the Management and was paid by them. 
He denied that the SDS has deployed him somewhere else 
after his withdrawal from FCI. 

It has already been stated that the affidavits filed by 
all the workmen are similar except the dates of their 
beginning the service. The rest of the contents are similar. 
In their affidavits the workmen have claimed the facts 
stated in their Claim Petition as true though they admitted 
to have deleted some facts. In the Claim Petition they 
admitted in. para no. 1 that the workmen (list attached) were 
working as Casual watchmen for, watch and ward duties 
directly and through Agent i.e. SDS Private Company at 
Food Storage Depots Jayaraon. Haryana) This fact they 
have deleted from their affidavits without explaining the 
reasons for such withdrawal of the facts. The workmen 
cannot be allowed to withdraw what they have stated in 
their Claim Petition without permission or explanation 
for his withdrawal. By filing statement of claim, the 
workmen bound themselves of the facts that they were 
also engaged through SDS Jalandhar, a firm which 
according to the management is a Security Agency, which 
engaged the workmen for the watch and ward of FCI stores 
but workmen have claimed that the said firm was an agent 
of the FCI. 

It is well settled that who so ever makes the claim, 
can get the relief only when he proves the fact. In this 
case it is the workmen who have claimed that they were 
appointed directly by the FCI and not through an agent, 
known as SDS Jalandhar. They have, however, failed to 
produce any evidence to show that there was contractual 
relationship between the management and SDS Jalandhar 
and what were the terms and conditions of that agreement. 
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It is they, who were required to prove that they were directly 
engaged by the management However they have not placed 
on record any evidence, like the appointment letters, to 
show the manner in which the engagement was made, who 
were the officers who did it what were the qualifications 
required for engagement ami whether the workmen fulfilled 
that or not. It is they who had also to prove that there was 
a public notice, advertisement in the newspaper or 
announcement by mouth calling the candidates by the FCI 
or what was the mode, the manner, in which they were 
engaged by the management. They have utterly failed to 
prove that. 

The workmen have placed on record a photo copy of 
a letter dated 17th Sep., 1985, witten by AM(D) ARDC, 
Jagaraon addressed to District Manager, FQ Ludhiana. 
By this letter a request for the services of 30 SDS Security. 
Guards, for the watch and ward of the godowns of the 
Management at Jagaraon was made since the management 
at Jagraon had terminated the services of SDS Security 
Guards, who were deployed there. This letter in its plain 
language shows, that it was the SDS Security Agency which 
was protecting the godowns of FCI Jagaraon and for any 
reason the Management there disengaged the services of 
Security Guards, provided in the godowns at Jagaraon, by 
the SDS Security Agency and, therefore, they requested 
the District Manager, FCI, Ludhiana to provide 30 SDS 
Security Guards. This letter further shows that the 
Management, at Jagaraon, was not satisfied with the SDS 
Security Guards at Jagaraon, therefore, they disengaged 
them. Mere using the wc«rd termination in the letter does 
not shows that the engagement of the Security Guard was 
made by the management and it was they who terminated 
their services. The Word termination used has to be read 
as disengagement and not dismissal since the workmen 
have failed to show that the Security Guard were appointed 
by the management and it was they who had terminated 
there services. From this letter it doc£ not come out that 
the workmen were the Guards at Jagaraon, whose services 
got disengaged, therefore this letter instead of helping 
the workmen supports the claim of the Management. The 
next letter dated 2nd Jan., 1988, placed on record, as 
Exhibit W-3, supports the conclusion about the letter 
referred to earlier as the Assistant Manager, FCI, 
Ludhiana, explained that it was on the direction of the 
authorities that the workers of Security Developments 
Jalandhar were relieved by the Assistant Manager, 
Ludhiana for further deployment Thus it shows that the 
Management did not terminate the services of the 
workmen rather they had relieved them to report back to 
their agency and had requested for replacement of those 
Guards. This letter further shows that the salary of 
Security Guards were paid through their Branch Manager 
and there was no relationship for employee and employer 
between the parties as the workmen themselves have given 
in writing that there exists no such relationship. The 


workmen have also placed on reco*d-|h^ phptp copies of 
statements showing the attendance marked for some people, 
without showing that those persons were none other than 
the workmen. 

There are number of letters placed on record taken 
by the SNVS to the FQ Manager, Ludhiana showing that 
there was contractor relationship between the Security 
agencies, by which the Security Guards were being 
provided to the Management for deployment ip their 
godowns. From all the evidence available on repord it 
comes out that the workmen were not the employees of 
the management, but were provided to the Management 
for protecting the godowns of the management, in Jagaraon 
by a contract between the SDS Jalandhar apd the 
management. The claim of the workmen that they were 
directly employed by the Management thus fails. 

The next plea of the workmen is that since the 
Management nor the s6called agencies had attained 
licences under the Contract Labour(Regul<*riQB,aiHl 
Abolition) Act tbei»fore t th®workmen 
employees. In my; opinion this <?laiu^o£ tfee workmen 
cannot be accepted. The Hon’hie Supreme Court pi the 
case of Deena Nath V/s. National F^hili^r," ' 

AIR 1992 Supreme Court 457(1) have held that thd Jesuit 
of non-registration of the Management ppi^aqtpr , 
which under the Contract Labour Act (Regul^Upn* and 
Abolition Act) will not give the employees the rigid to 
become the direct employees of the principle employer. 
The lapse in obtaining die license can at the best expose 
the defaulter to prosecution under law. In view of the law 
so laid by the Apex Court, the claim of the workmen docs 
not hold good. There is not other ground taken aby* the 
workmen to claim the relief. - ) / . 

.. ■ ; •••/: , rm iiV\ / 

After due consideration of the evidence available 
on record I am of the opiiribri tfiat the workmen have 
failed to show thatube Management of; FGL though 
District Managcr/Rcgiooal Manager and the Managers 
Jagaraon had terminated the ^service* >of the workmen 
on 17th Sep., 1985; and that their action was illegal and 
unjustified, therefore, the workmen are not entitled to 
any relief: The tef&bnCC is amWCred ; ih ttieS^ierms. 
Let a copy of this award be sent to the appfojrfihtfe^Govt. 
for necessary aCririn and the filete^oniigried tO iecords 
after due completion. J » i ' > 

KULDIP SINGH.. PresidH^ Officer 
1 M 27 2006 * j 

204.—r4«ir’l<=b .1947, (1,9^7 

W 14) ^ «IRT 17 ^ 

nsf«lcf3| $ sfk s£. 

srftTCRW i. 2 6 r/2066) ' 
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[H t^ 4201 2/134/2005-3^a^(^n-II)] 

New Delhi, the 27th December, 2006 

S.O. 204,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 61/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, No. II, New Delhi as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of CPWD, and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 27-12-2006. 

[No. L-42012/134/2005-IR(CM-II)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOURCOURT-H, NEWDELHI 

Residing Officer: R.N.Rai IJX No, 61/2006 

In the Matter of: 

Shri Pritam Singh, 

S/o. Shri Jaswant Singh, 

C/o. All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan 
Regd.), 4823, Balbir Nagar Extension, 

< Cali No. 13, Shahdra, Delhi. 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer, 

EX-IX; CPWD, East Block, 

R.K. Puram, New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/134/ 
2005* IR (CM-II) Central Government Dt. 31-7-2006 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder :— 

“Whether the contract awarded by the management 
of CPWD is sham contract and whether the demand 
of the union for regularization of Shri Pritam Singh, 

. Lift Operator in CPWD is legal and justified? If 
yes, to what relief the workman is entitled to and 
from which date?” 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that 
notice was sent on 21-8-2006 by registered post but the 
workmen did not turn up on the fixed date 11-10-2006. 
The management was present on 11-10-2006. On 
11-10-2006 last opportunity for filing claim was given and 
the case was fixed for hearing on 7-12-2006. The 
management was present. The workmen did not turn up. 
The case was reserved for award. 


Registered notice has been sent even by the Desk 
Officer for filing claim within 15 days. Claim statement has 
not been filed till today. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date: 19-12-2006. 

R. N. R AI, Presiding Officer 


qf fwt, 9 mOT7l, 2007 


mT.3TT. 205.—4^4 Tl^T 4tm 

atfqfqqq, 1948 (1948 mi 34) mt «IRT 91 (m) 4 7OT 
qfeq *TK 1 88 (J17T qqTT 7lPkl4l' mi OTtq m4l fq, Zmi 
qmfa 3 3qjq4t 4 q?rf4 q4 mjT^/qfmsrqf 4 
fqgmt fqqfqq <=h4^iR-MT mt 30 - 9-2008 qm mt fmrtf qq 
1TTR> 4t TlMc-ld I 4t OTfa 4 faq ^Z qqm TOft tl 


?raT 4 aisqsftq t 3wfa : - 


(1) TJcffqq <fcKfe|HI fmq4 fOTtfaq t, ^ 

<P«hz< 74m, t$z qra <+>4^iRqT 4 mq 

*1I<W, 


( 2 ) w ^z 4 4?1 fq 4t, m«m7t zmi atfMfaqq 4 

<fl4tq yyfqmq TIM m34 7^4, Pjh 4| q4 
4 firitj, 4 fTf 1171 4 m? 7|Z 4 h<=jti 

44 4t 4 ^j4 7T^tl 4 3OTT7 "77 

4 m4 4, 

(3) 7|Z W<1 m44 4 f4q 4q 4t£ 3T7TCR q^4 Ft 
fmq qn ^4 4” 4 4 qiM« q4 f4q 

(4) <j<w <t>K<ai*if/sllfl^aiqf mtf44tmm,7T53 3744mt 

r f47r4 4 tft ztt q7 zmr mfMfqqq 

wta (144 §+<4 4!cqiq s “^f 3144” 
mqrqmt) %ft f4cRfui4 44 4 ^7 441 

fafmfW qf4r 4m ml mtfmtt 7Fm 4tm (tot 
T7°i) RPtot, 1950 4 -34 zmr m44 4 

14q mr^f^fTT 44141; 

(5) Pm 5i7i zmr tiot sifafqqq «n7i 

45 ml zq-qra (l) ^ fmjmr fmm ott 

ml^ Pi ill'll m fmw mi PiFha ml^ 
3rm Pi^ifciPan mFf m74 

mf4^cT 4m 


0) qra 44 mt ■zq-mTi (i) 4 artfH zmi 
mt qiqa 4 qf ImrU Pw u i ml 
ml TOTifqq m4 4 y4«Hi4, 

3TOTT 


(ii) qf3#iPiR;qam44«*il«iqi41mq>4qi<l 
7RT 4m (TOTirm) 14Pm, 1950 
OTiarifer 7fm7Z7 3444mzmi 3i44 
4 ftmj t 4 q4 4 m q4f, stoti 



src? ft* m. 


3T *^ 1 W ^ #, ^ 3' aft *Rf 

^ 4 ^ ^r ^n fan $ m n?T, 


3T«RH 


ftevil 


10. 4. Hi<fv(fl SafttR., ■’ppiRT 

11. 4 ^ vTuHvih aft* ifm fa. m-wflHu i, nfam 

Wmki 


(iv) m arfm^firnn mr% $ mtomsf % ** 
’ftii, ■'jr «biua} ^ ri 
^ririm ^..sronifv if, 

mr aqw*H faft mr m nr n?T 
fHHRiRaa ^ faR *man jfa; 

(ar) trr m amm froterar 3 a^n ^ 

^ 'SIN«hlO ^ fs|<) 3H<)cK1 fftjiflcfj 'Iff 3PRI 

WTlfl 3JW4+ TR?m? t, 

(^)- ft) wb m anyy Pm)^ ^ arftronrvtn, ftftl 
* k* 9 ^. rnmr, mrafcm m am nfaR 1 fa# 

*ft afan m*r n* mftj 3 ft s*fa *tftt 3 

^ fa us aiMi <£ fafam aft 

**^4 ftsffftr ^ efcai, ^fftn sft 

am pm$u, ftft ftfamr m am # 
TO ur&u # aft zwrit nfan ^ 

^n«hi<T^ ft# ^ ajraro^, m?ri t, nr 
C 7 !) m am* fftfam, ft! , 3*fa arfWf m 
^«i«f> m), nr ft) fa# <^(jw nft, # ft) ^nmnl, 
^*ro, -+wld)i| n? am nfaR 3 mm m 

44 ftftt «*ifar mt faRfa mt if ^an fftfam m 
am mm# ftnmmr farare <h# mi ^fangmi 
^ 1 t faw $, ftfar mmr, ^ 

(4) ft) xfaxan, mwfan m am nfeR if 
^ ^ c^gi ^ m am ^Far^sr 

n^r #nR ^mr nr #ni 

W*T ^T. yf?mon/^H<gH! ^»T nTR 

1. 4 %., fot 

2. 4 f^^iM rn %., f ^ i iiaiNTHn , f^feng 
(TraRsiR) 

3. 4 l^us sfra, q^TTlfn (# T^r T^T 

^5^3 ^1 3mm), ^ afar ^feq T> 

4 . 4 4?ct f4a^rf=m? fk ^iP?«(nk (^rR u^tt) 

5. 4 3Tt#R-am-3if5^e fg^ra ^ 3 , 3 m 31^1 

6. ^t;ci t^c^h 47ici1< n>t *mt 

7. 4 rr<t %, n?t ?m) fan^m 

8. 4 TO k fW>l§4() ups %, 


12. 4 *1I«1 ^ ^vik-m %, fqviHamrRR 

13. 4 ft^«M ^Rrc«i^« %, ^j | ^d , i^nfecm 

f fAcrtril 

R ^ ^ ^ ^ fti, sn$ -it ^ %, 

4WI«W>5 Rn^, 

15. 4 

’TO ^f?Rn? T? ?) Tpu 

16. 4 mm ai«f %., (^ tjtp ; W j i<rA< afa ^50 

17. 4 ?H4»Ww %., gjfej 

1 8. • 4 fii(«vi ffem. gjRqft?H fe., ^FR ftRRT ^R, 

19. 4 TOlRT^Nn^ffe. ^f^ 

20. 4 ffe’SWll ^Wfcw fH, d(4H* 3^ «p hV 

21 . 4‘4mif' , ^5lfei^-^fnl^%,^s l f. 

22. 4 %HH ^ ^ ^ 

3 ^ to^ fe#3R afk ^ «rf23i, ua&X' 

^ HlTs^ncrf afR ^nr^ ^ 

23. 4 %rr mfe?n?aRf %. nRrsr^ 

24 5 ^ n>^5 tts 

25. 4 ft^win ^nf^e %, ^ternn, 

26. 4 mm %„ (^Rnrnr), 

(<*r n^r), ^trk zfc 

TO^fhH^mr (t^ tD) 

27 ^ %. ^ t^I’W^'z+rmIU anPjRT ^ 

^<#£<1, -mnsr, f^?m, 

m ^f, sk mwn 

^tf«q (^R|-ldl ^ ^ TR %IT Tf^ nFRNl^ 

. Trite) 

^4mra>reir (4^ mtfafa ups irammm-sTmnT^) 

29. 4 fc-ynn atfu)Pj» 4fiiq»<rR fa, 3 RRT HI<i J l d , itm 

3a 4 %RR (sm vto) %. , mmy 

tmi ^k -l »T|»jRvB (^HlfT^nffe^O), 
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(5) Any inspector appointed by the Corporal 
under Sub-Section (1) of Section 45 of the Said 
ESI Act or other official of the Corporation 


31. 4 fa, W’l 

32. 4 fc&m fa, *iNtara, ww 

33. 

34. A trs fa. 

35. A TTcfaf, fq^inainrH 1 ! 

36. A TT^T fa.. 

37. A ^T=t (ttT^n 

1 ^- 38014 / 46 / 2006 -^ ^-" 1 ] 
tt£(. 

31^ TRT t ^ ^ ' hl< * c ' 1 ^ 

^Awtwtr 

Ai u*ir ^ ^ ^ ^ fei ^ 


of: 

(i) Verifying the particulars contained in 
any returned .submitted under sub¬ 
section (1) of section 44 for the said 
period; or 

(ii) Ascertaining whether registers and 
records were maintained as required by 
the Employees’ State Insurance 
(General) Regulations, 1950 for the 
said period; or 

(iii) Ascertaining whether the employees 
continue to be entitled to benetits 
provided by the employer in cash and 
kind being benefits in consideration of 
which exemption is being granted under 
this notification; or 




New Delhi, the 9th J aimary ,2007 

S O 205_In exercise of the power conferred 

by section 88 read with section 91-A of the Employees’ 
State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central 
Government hereby exempts the regular employees of 
"• taotorics/cstablishmcnts specified in the schedule from the 
,(oration of the said Act for a period up to and inclusive 
r o'f the 30th September. 2008. 

2. The above exemption is subject to the lollowing 


conditions namely : 

(1) The aforesaid establishment wherein the 
employers arc employed shall maintain a 
register showing the name and designations 
of the exempted employees’. 

(2) Not withstanding this exemption, the 
employees shall continue to receive such 
benefits under the said Act to which they might 
have become entitled to on the basis of the 
contributions paid prior to the date from 
which exemption granted by this notification 
operates; 

(3) The contributions for the exempted period, 
if already paid, shall not be refundable, 

(4) The employer of the said factory/ 
establishment shall submit in respect of the 
period during which that factory was subject 
to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter 
referred as the said period), such returns in 
such forms and containing such particulars as 
were due from it in respect of the said period 
under the Employees’ Slate Insurance 
(General) Regulations, 1950; 


(iv) Ascertaining whether any of the 
provisions of the Act had been complied 
with during the period when such 
provisions were in force in relation to 
the said factory to empowered to: 

(a) require the principal or 
immediate employer to furnish to 
him such information as he may 
consider necessary; or 

(b) enter any factory, establishment, 
office or other premises 
occupied by such principal or 
immediate employer at any 
reasonable time and require any 
person found in charge thereof to 
produce to such inspector or 
other official and allow him to 
examine accounts, books and 
other documents relating to the 
employment of personal and 
payment of wages or to furnish 
to him such information as he 
may consider necessary; or 

(c) examine the principal or 
immediate employer, his agent or 
servant, or any person found in 
such factory, establishment, 
office or other premises or any 
person whom the said inspector 
or other official has reasonable 
cause to believe to have been an 
employee; or 
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(d) make copies of or take extracts from 
any register, account book or 
other document maintained in 
such factory, establishment, 
office or other premises, 

S1 .No. Name of the Establishments/Factory 

1. M/s. Hindustan Antibiotics Ltd., Pune. 

2. M/s. Hindustan Zinc Ltd., Visakhapatnam, 
Udaipur, Chittorgarh, (Rajasthan). 

3. M/s.Geodetic & Research Branch, Workshop 
(Mech. Div. of CSMW), Survey of India, 
Dehradun. 

4. M/s. Central Electronics Ltd., Sahibabad (UP). 

5. M/s. Process-cum-Product Development 
Centre, Meerut, UP. 

6 . All Units of Central Silk Board, Bangalore. 

7. All units of M/s. Bharat Heavy Electricals Ltd. 

8. M/s. Mangalore Refinery & Petro-Chemicals 
Ltd., Mangalore. 

9. M/s. Central Cottage Industries Corporation of 
India Ltd., Delhi. 

10. M/s. Maruti Udyog Ltd., Gurgaon. 

11. M/s. Tyre Corporation of India Ltd., Kankinara, 
West Bengal. 

12. M/s. Bharat Heavy Plate and Vessels Ltd., 
Visakhapatnam. 

13. M/s. Hindustan Insecticides Ltd., 
Udyogmandal, Emakulam, Kerala and Delhi. 

14. M/s. I.T.I. Ltd., Bangalore & I.T.I. Ltd., Palakkad 
Plant, Kerala. 

15. All Units of M/s. Bharat Petrolelum Corporation 
Ltd., Mumbai (including Kochi Refinery, 
Ambalamugal, Kerala merged with Bharat 
Petroleum Corporation Ltd.). 

16. M/s. Bharat Earth Movers Ltd., (KGF, Bangalore 
and Mysore). 

17. M/s. Instrumentation Ltd., Kota. 

18. M/s. British India Corporation Ltd., Cawnpore 
Woollen Mills Branch, Kanpur. 

19. M/s. Pawan Hans Helicopters Ltd., New Delhi. 

20. M/s. Hindsustan Aeronautics Ltd., Lucknow & 
Bangalore. 

21. M/s. Chennai Petroleum Corporation Ltd., 
Chennai. 

22. Central Store & Supply Division of M/s. National 
Seeds Corporation Ltd., New Delhi and its units 
at Bhatinda, Jallandhar, Secunderabad, Kumool, 
Guntur, Nandyal and B angalore. 


23. M/s. National Fertilizers Ltd., Bhatinda Unit.. 

24* Field Workshop and Marine Workshop of M/s. 
Tuticorm Port Trust, Tuticorin. 

2 5. M/s. Hindustan Newsprint Ltd., Kotty am, Kerala. 

26. M/s. Bharat Electronics Ltd., Panchkula 
(Haryana), Bangalore, Ghaziabad (TJP), Pune, 
Chennai, Hyderabad and Machuillipatnam, (AP). 

27. Regd./Corporate Office, M/s. Hindustan Latex 
Ltd., Poojappura, Trivandrum, Peroorkada 
Factory, Peroorkada, Trivandrum, Akkulam 
Factory, Akkulam, Trivandrum and Kanagala 
Factory, Belgaum (including contract emplovees 
of Kanagala Unit). 

28. M/s. Marine Workshop of Central Inland Water 
Transport Corporation Ltd., Kolkata ((Marine 
Workshop & Rajabagan Dockyard). 

29. M/s. Hindustan Organic Chemicals Ltd., 
Ambalamugal, Kerala. 

30. M/s. National Textile Corporation (UP) Ltd., 

' .Kanpur & National Textile Corporation, (Tamil 

Nadu & Pondicherry), Coimbatore. 

31. M/s. Cochin Shipyard Ltd., Cochin 

32. M/s. Hindustan Shipyard Ltd;, Gandhigram, 
Visakhapatnam. 

33. M/s. Indian Farmers Fertilizer Cooperative Ltd 
(All Units). 

34. M/s. Fertilizers & Chemicals Travancorc 
(FACT), Udyogmandal, Kerala. 

35. M/s. NALCO, Visakhapatnam. 

36. M/s. Rashtriya Chemicals and Fertilizers Ltd., 
Mumbai. 

37. All Units of M/s, Indian Oil Corporation, 
(Marketing Division), Mumbai. 

[F. No. S-38014/46/2006-SS-I] 
S t D, XAVIER, Under Secy. 

EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM It has 

become necessary to give retrospective effect to the 
exemption in his case as processing of the applications 
for exemption took time. However, it is certified that the 
grant of exemption with retrospective effect will not affect 
the interest of any body adversely. 

# ftcrO, 9 i 2007 

W. 3ff. 206.-W # T!3m rn 3TT. 1190 (3T) 

ft#* 27 / 2 / 0 6 y<* ift rc ^ siftRj^RT wn 

Tp-35012/3/06 Tp-II # sfcrtf FHHPdfeld TTlfacT %qi 

"W, fe u ( u ll: 'Mf-elKl ftp? # WR 

■4T^3|K3Tl7reqT 1509 ft#* 2 1952 sJTCT y+lfVld 
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^ *ft sfRTO ft. 658 (3f) f^Tfapr 10 2005 

ira ftR?r w *iii 

[R. ^-35012/3/2006-TTRt^-Il] 

TTR. ^t. 3RR 

corrigendum 

New Delhi, the 9th January, 2007 
SX) 206.—In the notification of this Ministry 
No. S-35012/3/06-SS-II published in the Gazette of India 
having S.O. No. 1190 (E) dated 27th July, 2006, at the end of 
the notification the following shall be inserted : 

Foot Note : The Employees' Provident Funds scheme 
was published in the Gazette of India vide number S.R.O 
1509, dated the 2nd September 1952 and lastly amended 
vide number G.S.R 658(E) dated the 10th November 2005. 

[No. S-35012/3/2006-SS-II] 

S. D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 

T i fa#, 10 2007 

W. 311. 207.-*Rlfa 4*l4 

yfdMH # 4* 3fcdfed) 4 

3Tfafal t 1952 (1952^119) (^4 
3lfafaq i; 4 ^f^RsId) # ^TRT 17 # ^T-SfRT 
(1 ) # (^>) # 3faET tgH # ffa 3TT^T fair i?l 

2.3rk ^ 3f^T^r=r ^ 

fa 4 ^ET # 'Rfal f4fa fwi, ^<ET 3lfafw? # 
*T 6 4 <JcETT 4 ch44lR4f # ffa mR 

m4 i? 3 t 4 «h4^=ii0, ^oki sifafaiR 4> aiddci 3i^i 

# fa4t 3RT ufiwr ”4* ^4-dlR^T # 4«fa 4 Oh4^l0 *Tfal 
ftfafata, 1.952 ^RtiRad) 

^ afacT To faR*1T I# 3T^T *Tfalf4fa cTT# 4t 4>PI4I 
3^TT!> t l 

3. SET:, 3^, 4^ WTR‘S^T 3lfafalR# *IRT 17# 

^u%irt ( 1 ) # (m) srt TTTd ttiRw4T #tn 

44 7RR-WT ^T #1 *4 #5 WTR ^RT ^fetE^T 
YRT? m 3 J^t 4N i^a^&Ki nfiwii <s°m ^hln 4> ^l4t 
^ 4 01-08-1988 4 3PT# 

TUH Wt tl 

TJ^T-3 5015/09/2006-TT^-n ] 

RSI. #. 4faR, 3TcR *lf4q 

New Delhi, the 10th January, 2007 

S.O. 207.—Whereas M/s Spices Trading 
Corporation Ltd. (hereinafter referred to as the 
establishment) has applied for exemption under Clause (a) 
of Sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the Employees' Provident 
Funds and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) 
(hereinafter referred to as the Act). 


2. And whereas in the opinion of the Central 
Government, the rules of the provident fund of the said 
establishment with respect to the rates of contribution 
are not less favourable to employees therein than those 
specified in Section 6 of the said Act and the employees 
are also in enjoyment of other provident fund benefits 
provided under the said Act or under the Employees’ 
Provident Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to 
as the Scheme) in relation to the employees in any other 
establishment of similar character. 

3. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (a) of Sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the said 
Act and subject to the conditions specified in this regard 
from time to time, the Central Government, hereby, exempts 
the said establishment from the operation of all the 
provisions of the said Scheme with effect from 01-08-1988, 
until further notification. 

[No. S-35015/09/2006-SS-II] 
S. D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 
^ fa#, 11 ^pfa, 2007 

W. 3TT. 208.-#fal WFR ^ T7 fa 

tffafed -4 ifa ^TTT stffal SIT, 3tk)p|ch fan^ SlfafalR, 
1947 (1947 oR 14) # *IRT 2 ^ W*Z (3) ^ 

(vi) ^ 3* 1^* ^K'hK ^ 

3Tfaj^TT WIT ^TT. 37T. 2548 falfa 22-06-2006 ^RT 
"4^1 ( <Fttc(| cicrl ), 4l<i< 3|R RihiiH faffe, ^faeT "4el, 

«FT 4^T, 4^T, l^ffan 5l^fal4i 4eT sfR <ii4> 

far4 4 ^t 3ik ^4 ^r 4rt ?nfai f ^ faifa 

3cmi^h 4 ei4 otPt *4 4^T34 4 t, #fa 

3?faPm, 1947 (1947 14) 373^^ftTlf4fa 

26 4 VIlfHd 16-7-2006 

4 *?: rrt ^4 chi^icjRr 4> far ^ffa <5H<4<n 4 ^t 4tfar fa^u 

«TT; 

3?4 cf4 TRT ^ fa elfafto 4^ET <t)!diqRT 

«l4 RRT ^4 3R[k ^ fa^ ^<3l<Hl ^RT 3r4facT 

3RT: 3R, 3Mfwfa^RI 3TMWT, 1947 (1947 
14) ^4 ^TRT 2 'T (^) ^ (vi) "4 £Rf 

TT^oT TlfaRTI TRT4T 3R4 ^ ^R^R <*4bl t4 

^ 34Wwt ^ y4faff ^4 faq; farfa 16 - 1-2007 4 
■rri ^4 4»idi c iRf ^ faq effa 3 m 4FH 4m 4tfmr mfa "ti 

[4. l^T-l 1017/6/97-3nf 3TR (4t q?!)] 
4 $et 

New Delhi, the 11th January, 2007 

S X). 208.—Whereas the Central Government 
having been satisfied that the public interest so requires 
that in pursuance of the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of 
the clause (n) of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
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1947 (14 of 1947), declared by the Notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Labour No. 
S.0.2548 dated 22-06-2006 the services in Industry engaged 
in manufacture or production of mineral oil (crude oil) motor 
and aviation spirit, diesel oil, kerosene oil, fuel oil, diverse 
hydrocarbon oils and their blends including synthetic fuels. 
Lubricating oils and the like which is covered by item 26 of 
the First Schedule to the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947) to be a puhlic utility service for the purpose of the 
said Act, for a period of six months from the 16th July 2006. 

And whereas, the Central Government is of opinion 
that public interest requires the extension of the said 
period by a further period of six months. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by the proviso to sub-clause (vi) of clause (n) of 
section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Central 
Government hereby declares the said industry to be a public 
utility service for the purposes of the said Act, for a period 
of six months from the 16th January 2007. 

[No. S-l 1017/6/97-lR (PL)] 
GURJOT KAUR, Jt Secy. 

^ 11 2007 

*>r. w. 209;-^iTfard wq atfaPm, 1948 
(1948 ^134) ^ tlTO 1 4ft37riTO(3)^3f^7lPRriif 
^ ^ ^ ^ri<vSKl 1 APritf, 2007 ^ 

^ ^ Pm sfRtft #, faRSfj) -34?T ^ 

3PBIR-4 (44*145 

3TS4I4-5 6 t *4RT-76 39 (I) tjpr-77, 78, 

79 3^ 81 ^ HI Sfl 'ftf $ 

* fiHPdfekl tWf>' WF ifff, Strife •— 



up? 


t^TT 

1 . 


33 



[71 ^-38013/01/2007-1^ t*R-l ] 


m Hi. 

New Delhi, the 11th January, 2007 

S.O. 209.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st February, 2007 as the date cm which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 
which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and VI [except Sub-section (1) of Section 76 and 
Sections 77,78,79 and 81 which have already been brought 
into force] of the said Act shall come into force in the 
following areas in the State of Haryana name ly ; 


S.No. 

Revenue Village 

Had Bast No. 

District 

1 

Naya Bans 

33 

Rohtak 


[No. S-38013/01/2007-SS-I] 
S. D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 


W.3ir. 210 .^—1947 (1947 

y ^ m 

r<nf4i.s ^ iWqa > ■% 7ms aiftr 3 ^ «h4<h rc f 

^ -41m, if FiRce aftalPlb f*MK 4f fK4,K 
■ifl&lPiq, 3Tft)c|,<u[/9jq —hi-HIcI'H, ^HfajcTR [pfctf 

89/2006 21 / 2001 )] -triimnfyra 

b-wfl t, 4 >-jQ4 w«hk 22-12-2006 ^ HR! f3TI ril I 

[tf. T^-29011/72/2001 -3?lf 3TR (tp?)] 

kkl, im? 3lfacFR) 

New Delhi, tlie 22nd December, 2006 

S.O. 210.—In pursuance off Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award [ Ref. No. ID No. 
89/2006 (I.D. No. 21/2001)] of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Emakulam now as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Indian Rare 
Earth Ltd. and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on 22-12-2006. 

[No. L-2901 l/72/2001-IR(M)] 
N.S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAi 

PRESENT 

Shri Pi. Norbert, B.A., LL.B., Presiding Officer , 

(Wednesday the 13th day of December, 2006 /22nd 
Agrahayana, 1928) 

I.D. 89/2006 

(I.D.21/2001 of Labour Court, Emakulam) 


Workman/Union: 

The General Secretary 

IRE Employees Sangh 

Udyogamandai 

Kerala-683501. 

Management: 

Adv. Shri Madhusoodan 

The Chief 

RE Division 

Indian Rare Earth Ltd. 

Udyogamandai 

Kerala-683501. 


Adv. M/s Menon & Pai. 


AWARD 


This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10 (1) (d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to this 
court for adjudication. The reference is: 
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‘‘Whether the action of the management of IRE Ltd. 
in imposing the punishment of stoppage of two 
increments on Shri M.J. Mathai justified ? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. When the matter came up for consideration the 
learned counsel for the union reported that he had no 
instructions from the union. A letter sent by the union 
was also shown. The letter reveals that the aggrieved 
worker, Shri M. J. Mathai does not want to proceed with 
the case as he is not interested in pursuing the dispute 
further. In view of this submission it has to be presumed 
that there is no existing dispute. 

3 . In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
action of the management in imposing punishment of 
stoppage of two increments on Shri M.J. Mathai is legal 
and justified. The worker is not entitled to any relief. No 
cost. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 13th 
day of December, 2006. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 
APPENDIX: NIL 

12^FFRt,2007 

211.—'®l*il'6 , M e l R'+uS’iO 

.itfSjflTOPT ^ 3 dlWlRskl) % 

•jet iJW 3lf*rfWT, 1952 ( 1952 ^1 19) 

arfMPm ^ ^ 17 

■gtf qro-( i) ^ ^ appfd ^ 

t i 

^Rl TtfiTWT ^ fpnr, arfiiPtcm ^ 

^ t sfa ^rft, srfqfw, ^ smrfa ymi w\ tpfh 
^ 3P*T yfctWH 4 <*>4mR4)’ TRtt 4 


eel ^ I 

3. m-., m, ^ ^Rt 'irfqfWT, ^ tJRI 17 

^ ^q-tiRi (i)-^ to w m TP& ^ ^ 
P, 3ft7 W-W ^ V* M TRff ^ 

3fEtTtfr=T t(d<v6KI ^Rf JtftriSR "333 ^ 

<£ TRIcR 3 2-2-1976 3 3PTeft ^ W 

t 1 

[•R. P7T-35015/13/2006-TWMU 
TT^j. ■ 5 ). srar 

New Delhi, the 12th January. 2007 

S.0.211.—Whereas M/s. Bongaigaon Refinery & 
Petrochemicals Limited, Bongaigaon, Distt, Chirang, Assam 
(hereinafter referred to as the establishment) has applied 
for exemption under Clause (a) of Sub-section (1) of Section 
17 of the Employees' Provident Funds and Miscellaneous 
Provisions Act, 1952 (19 of 1952) (hereinafter referred to as 
the Act). 

2. And whereas in the opinion of the Central 
Government, the rules of the provident fund of the said 
establishment with respect to the rales of contribution are 
not less favourable to employees therein than those 
specified in Section 6 of the said Act and the employees 
are also in enjoyment of other provident fund benefits 
provided under the said Act or under the Employees 
Provident Funds Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to as 
the Scheme) in relation to the employees in any other 
establishment of similar character. 

3. Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by Clause (a) of Sub-section (1) of Section 17 of the said 
Act and subject to the conditions specified in this regard 
from time to time, the Central Government, hereby, exempts 
the said establishment from the operation of all the 
provisions of the said Scheme with effect from 2-2-1976, 
until further notification. 

[No. S-35015/13/2006-SS-II] 
S. D. XAVIER. Ulster Secy. 
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